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1. Introduction

This thesis is concerned with one specific
area of British political activity, in its
domestic and external aspects, over a relatively
short period of time. Its object is to make a
systematic examination of a recent exercise in
multilateral diplomacy, of the content and
method of a particular phase of international

bargaining.

Two foci are involved in the study, the
domestic policy-process and the intermational
environment. Treatment of both the home and the
international arenas produces a study of
'linkage' politiecs. What analytical elements
are involved?

The international system may be discussed
in terms of giving and taking across juridical,
political and economic boundaries. All giving
and taking equals the 'international system'.
With time halted, one seeks the contributing
components, the configuration of the ensemble:
over time, one studies performance, change and
development. Thus, international relations as
a study involves attention to systems structure
and systems performance.

The evaluation of transformation, of
stability and change, in the international system,

may involve the broad historical survey (*the
growth of European civilization') or the narrower
study ('Britain and post-war Buropean integration').
The process of integration is, in fact, specially

relevant here. Integration - or community-
building, or federalism, or supranationality -

designates a relationship among units in which




they have become mutually interdependent and
Jointly produce system properties which they had
separately lacked. Integration mey also
describe the process by which such a

relationship among formerly separate units

is attained. The process of integration reveals
the bargaining stages. In studying integration .
actors, domain, and range or scope of activity =
oene may find a community of conflict, where

outcomes rewarding for A are frustrating or

penalizing for B, or a community of interest,

where rewards run parallel,

For the outside observer, there is
difficuity in setting limits to foreign policy
analysis. The foreign poliey of country A is
not merely the resultant of certain procesces of
deliberation within the governmental
institutions of A, It is also the resultant,
remote or immediate, of the foreign policies
of countries B, ¢ and D with which A interacts
internationally - situational compulsions
originate in the activities of foreign
government’,

A traditionalist view would hold that
intergovernmental order comes from cormitment
to the idea of the sovereign state (the end),
from international law (the rules of the game),
and from diplomacy (the method of operation).
In being given its place in the maintenance of
intergovernmental order, diplomacy can be
variously defined; the conduct of relatioms
between states by official, accredited
representatives - more narrowly, by permanent
professionals in residence; or, the carrying on
of relations between and among states where
there occurs negotiation, agreement or




conpronise; or, an element of national power
which influences, threatens, forces or manipme
lates, JForeign policy looks to ends and
purposes, diplomacy to means and methods(l).

Traditionally diplomacy has been bilateral
save for rare congresses: traditionally actors
have been diplomats and plenipotentiaries,
Today, diplomacy is increasingly multilateral and
chiefs of governmment walk the stage. Summitry
nay lend ‘openness' to diplomatic proceedings
but summit meetings -~ now in fashion, now out of
fashion -~ are only the tip of the multilateral
iceberg. DBecause of the many technical issues
which need to be discussed by a large number of
states, conference diplomacy is supplemented by
a great amount of diplomatic work performed in
the seminar atmosphere of working parties and
comnittees, on a permanent or on a ad hoc basis,

7o move, briefly, from analytical elements
to '"practical politics', one may say that the
days of the nation state, the 'vertical sovere
eign', operating within limited territory, are
ended, Operations are now too wide for
national machinery and domestic affairs depend
heavily on external conditdons, (S Twinotc \,p 2T)

The post-war period has been one of sube
stantial commitments to collective governmental
action, leading to the need for agreement of

(1) ?cjoraunl{hdiplm becomes "tact
s (s Ml s TACATS Belaeas te
3 nane
its n:lztor - foreign poliecy. Lord
Strang, Ihe Foreign Office, 1955 p.168)

And, with thoughts of

bulk of all diplomacy %um as

well as bilatoral u cobbling rather

than crestion. (Lord Strang, Opscit.,p.144)



foreign policies and strategic doctrines and,
in the occnomic field, to the submission of
natienal polieies to international discussion.
The average elector assumes that decisions are
uade, and should be made, in Yestainater and
Fhitehall., Yet the activities of the individe
ual citizen and the degree of freedom available
to hie rulers are both incressingly dependent
upon forces and institutions that transcend
national frontiers - this is an age of the
penetrability of states.

The proliferation of international
organizations has led the Germans to talk of
'die Folitik der Buchsiaben', which might de
translated as 'Alphabet Folities', Ais Busk
recarkss

"In the modern world we are inundated

agronyns, among which the t
govl.dcubic swincers mw-(z)

Here, one may refer to treaty or alliance pre=-
ferences or to general international co-operative
Mﬂ“"o

At home, the Cabinet and the Defence and
Overseas lolicy Committee work in a world where
wages poliey has implication for monetary poliecy
planned in Basle, and Special Drawing Righte
agreed in Stockholm have repercussions on
industrial development in Yorkshire.

To deserite the context of the present study
one nmight state the fellowing: since 1945 the
world has experienced an era of unresolved con-
flicts; 4in a period neither relaxed nor secure,

(2) m: g;;w.
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Burope's future is unsure(3); the ceatral

fact to note is that both Britain and Burope

have lost status - the years since 1945 have
witnessed the end of the 'Vasco da Gama epoch',
There has occurred a 'relance européenne' but

no *'relance dbritannigue' - we here study Britain's
first attempt to integrate with the Buropean
Economic Conmunity and her tentative admission

of loss of 'vertical sovereignty'.

+ The examination of a political systenm
invelves attention to many variables(4). In the
present study no attempt will be made to make an
exhaustive application of all possible analytical
elements to the domestic policy-making process =
for example, the 'public battle', although it
cannot be neglected, is not a main foous of
attention (see pp.b!-L4% and pp.37-150),

Aims are articulated through foreign policy
and accomnodations are found through diplomacy.
Who formulates the desired outcome? Who is the

decision-naker?

(3) See Buchanm, A. (2d,): Europe's Futurocs,
Europe's Choices, 1969

(4) Attention to political eulture and to patterns

soger, dnserggt, and selley vasiday favoives

variables proceeds.



"The standard convention is to reserve
the term ggg;g%ggi%%gg; for one who has
formal respons es for formulat
the policies of an organization, us
an institution of govermment. ecis
making, however, denotes the
process of interaction among parti-
cipants who determine a particular
poliey choice, officials as well as non-
officials. Decision-making studies

are studies that focus on all factors
r019van$ to a policy choice and not just

on the formal-legal relationships of
decision-makers."(5)

An adequate description of a decision-
situation will involve more than a listing of the
decisional '*units' - prime minister, cabinet,
party or interest group. Does the occasion for
decision involve action or reaction, response
to internal planning or to external initiative?
What degree of anticipation has been possible?

Do the decision-makers have ample time, or are
they working against an impending deadline?
Decision may involve routine or marginal con-
sequences or high risks: here one may study the
scope and domain of values involved « the number
and quality of values, the number of persons and
groups interested. Toliticians may not be able
to concentrate their attention on single problems,
The idea of a 'political agenda' leads one to
examine competing claimes on time and energy.

Recent contributions to theory reflect a
shifting interest, a departure from attention to
international balances and structures towards
the processes of relations between states, from
the forms of institutions to the processes of
politics. This shifts attention from decisions
as the outcome of deliberate acts of choice made
by individuals or groups in institutional settings
to the outcome of a complex of inter-dependent

(5) Pye, lucian W.: "Decision-Making
A Dictionary of the Social 80193908,1964



decisions and events. At its extrenme, for
example, the now view would hold that there
is no such thing as 'British foreign policy?,
only a 'British foreign policy process'.

Thus, one moves from decision-making to
Eolicy-making:

"Policy-making involves a 1 series
of more-or-less related activities
rather than a single, discrete doe!-ial
taken in Street, Vestminster,
Vhitehall .. It thus covers far nore

have been given to carry out no loager
have quite the conseguences that their
authors mtondod".“?

Por the policy-maker, the link between intention
and event is not a simple causal one, Action
nay be taken successfully without courses being
fully plotted or understood, a sottled course

may ipse facte fail.

In the sphere of foreign-policy-~formation
the best a government can do, perhaps, is to
maintain s strategic purpose through a sequence
of changing tactical goals. The identification
of key varisbles in a situation and the definie
tion of tasctiezl goals will require the selec-
tion, verification and interpretation of both
domestic and exiernal environmental phenomena.

T T ) . T A i T A e A3 00

(6) Rose,R.t EFeolioy-Naking in Britain 1969,
Phe x=x4.



The policy-makers, in this activity, are con-
cerned with matters over which their control is
doubtful and of which their knowledge is
imperfect - their task is one of the harsh and
continuous selection of topice on which to con-
centrate. The foreign political scene is
indeterninate, and it is not immediately possible
to descry causal relations between perceived
phenomenas

"To the ct:teaman, guiding a diff%gult
programnne to success may .. resemble
the art of driving an autonmobile over
an ioy road: his problem is to
anticipate the skids quic enough 8o
that he can still control by
small corrections at the stee

wheel, where slowness of the action or
oversteering would provide worse skids
and might wreck the car." (7)

+ Britain is moving through a period of
Transformation: her post-wap dilemma, not
quickly realized, has been to find an identity.
The Acheson apophthegm will long survive in the
text-books: "Oreat Britain has lost an empire
and has not yet found a role” (8).

In this period of transformation there has
been considerable dissatisfaction with national
performance, 1In an age of technological fore-
casting, surprise-free projecctions, normative
relevance trees and scenarios, British foreign
policy-making has been severely judged. In
reviewing the natural history of decision-making
the observer sees events rather than decisions,
snap judgments rather than analyses, guesses
instead of plans, In the making of British
foreign policy there has been a lack of prescience
causing a lack of adaptivity.

(7) Deutsch,XK.¥.: "Communication Models and

Decision Systems®, in Charlesworth, J.C.
Contemporary Folitical Analyeis, p.26l

(8) Acheson,D.: West roint Speech, 12th
Decenmber, 196<.



Defensively it might be said that the
decision-making process is not defective: politi-
cal man is by nature incoherent, confused,
haphagard; political issues are unpredictable and
all that decision-makers can do is to react to
events to keep the ship afloat, This panders to
the tribal gods of prudence and pragmatism and
neglects the need, mentioned above, for strategiec
purpose.

In what follows we are concerned with the
activities of international actors and national
decision-makers, with interaction (or demand-
response) analysis and the domestic policy-process,

The sources of evidence embodied in this
rosearch are given in the bibliography (p.'%? ).
A problem of data analysis - the securing of
‘primary facts' and the composition of a framework
into which these facts may be fitted - arises from
the multiplicity of components(9). In oconnection
with Britain's relations with the Buropean
Beonomic Cumnrunity in the early 'Sixties, an
infinite number of activities oceurs internally
and externally but cannot be accommodated in a
sequential order. In what follows, as far as is
possible, activities in the domestic and Furopean
and international arenas are outlined in their
separate sections and kept in time order.

A first task is to deseribe the postewar
international arena, the development of Buropean
integration, and United Kingdom reactions to

(9) An addition of components produces a
greater addition of channels:




international co-operative activity in general

and to European integration in particular

(Chapter 2). Second, and in the light of these
reactions, a description of ¥hitehall organization
and activity in this period is attempted

(Chapter 3).

The essential aim of the thesis is to pene-
trate the 'organization for negotiation', to
estimate the activities of Whitehall and the
Brussels Team concerned with the United Kingdom's
first attempt to join the Eurcopean Economic
Community(10). A chapter outlining the factors
related to the reorientation of the Hacmillan
governnent's views on Europe in the period from
1959 to July 1961 (Chapter 4) is followed by the
main exposition on the negotiations proper
(Chapter 5) and the results of those negotiations
(Chapter 6).

(10) Por comment on the private nature of publie
life - which exists because of
diseipline, eivil service secretivenecss,
legal liniiation. as well as self-
censorship on the part of many who
participate in the communication business -
read Ely Devons on 'Government on the Inner

Circle' (The %%etonii, 27th March,1956
Now include : rancross, Sir, K. zod)s
apers o aning and o oI
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2. QBritain %o 1909: a soarch for identity
2,1 The International Arena: alphabet pelitics,

Even a brief rehcaresal of the origins and
development of post-war European and North Atlantic
political organisations is difficult; it is not
easy to separate out the political, economic and
nilitary intentions. (1) Apart from the guestion
as %o whether one can make valid distinctions bet-
ween such intentions at this level, there is the
fact that many of the organizations aspired to
activity in several directions,

The proliferation of organizations inevitably
ereated problemss

"It was undeniable that there was a good
deal of overlapping. For instance,
defence was the responsibility of N.A.T.0.
and of VW.B,U, and was discussed in the
WeBoU, Assenbly., But the Counecil of

Burope discussed general questions of

fore golto: that is to o:g;.th.

reasons for defcaoo and the ats against
which defence was necessary. On the eco-
nonie¢ side, the Council of Zurope discussed
the right of establishment, the relation of
welfare tems to the migration of labour,
and questions of tourism, while all these
things were being hnndlo& at the inter-
governmental level by the 0.B.B.C.." (2)

By the mid-*'Pifties continental parliamentarians
had to man delegations to three assemblies - to

EeCeS4Csy the Council of Burope, and W.E.U..

The British attended the two last named and both
Britieh and continentals attended the unofficial
HeAsT.0, Farliamentarians' Conference,

(1) Ses PBeFes - +
aud integration

(2) Beloff, M.: B e e S SRR
Zolioy, 1961, pe
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In 1952 Britain supported discussion of the
possible amalgamation of N,A.T.0, and 0,8.8.,0.¢
the ald-distributing function of the latter was
coming to en end and the organisations were jointly
preoccupied with the inflationary effects of
rearmament, (But what was to be done with Germany
and the '*neutrals' within OOEOEOOO?)

The Zden Flan of March 1952 sought to remodel
the Council of Curope to enable the organs - partic-
ularly its Assembly - to serve the needs of 2,0.8.C.
and the proposed European Defence Community.
(Certain links between the first two named did
rcsult.)

In December 1956 Selwyn Lloyd produced his
‘grand design' for rationalization:

m&u litical and military direction
would g: given NeAeTe04y with W,E, U,
functioning wi its framework,
Economic co-operation would be carried
out under, in association with, the
OeEeBelse Pinally, there would be an
assembly on parliamen lines, with
rs and functions s to be ass
it, which could complete the insti
tions of the Atlantic Community."(3)

The Assembly, divided into a number of commiscions,
would be like a chest of drawers - each nation
could choose whether to be present when any
particular drawer was pulled out.

In May 1957, David Ormsbdy-Gore, MHinister-of-
State at the Foreign 0ffice, outlined British aime
before the Council of Burope - to bring the activi-
ties of the various Buropean and Atlantic
organizsations to the attention of the people; %o
expose inter-governmental activities to constructive

— — -

(3) Beloff, M.: m.. p.112



parliamentary criticismj; and to stimulate nember
governnents,

Thus, through the early- and nid-'Pifties
Britain was sufficiently concerned with Europe to
put forward various plans for the rationalization of
the many erganisations in which she was quite
extensively involved. The stated intention was to
inprove the effectiveness and reputation of the
organizations but the member-states of the future
'8ix', after 1950, tended to assume that British
efforts were aimed at a dilution of the Buropean
inpulse, Ideas of rationalisation fell into the
background as the European Economic Community took
the centre of the stage.

2.2. Zurepesn Integration

The post-war history of the developuent of the
*supranational triptych' began with a number of
congresses(l). The 'Buropeans' exhibited open
differences and their aims were ambivalent:

"The Buropean idea was .. originally
neutral in for::gntgoli between a third
force concept e Atlantic alliance,
undecided in trade policy between regione-
alien and multilateralism, ambivalent in
its attitude to the prodlems of emoergent
nations in Africa and Asia, silent in
cultural and educational matters between
Catholiciom and anti-clericalism, and
neutral also in economie policy ‘ot'ocn
a liberalism and socialist
P «

(1) PFor the lgOIU of th? 'cgnpgign oflgzg)
Buro sses' - lontreux
the g:::b (t84e). Lausanne (1949) - see

de R nt, Denis: uggzgfaquﬁ_ggg
ﬂm-Apm-J B » Pe329
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But the first practiocal step taken - to establish
the Coal and Steel Community - was firm enough.
The United States having decided that German
industry could not be controlled or contained,
Prance performed a yolte face in policy.

Schuman outlined his plan for a Buropean Coal
and steel Community in May 1950, a treaty was rati-
fied in April 1951 and came into forece in August 1952,
The principal institutions of E.C.5.C. were a
Couneil of linisters and a High Authority. The
treaty emphasized utilitarian power: the organization
was compact in membership, specific in purpese, and
aimed at a relatively low level of supranationality.
In prescribed fields the High Authority could overe
ride national govermments, elsewhere it was to act
in consultation with, and with the consent of, the
Council of Ministera, The preamble to the treaty
pointed to further European integration.

In March 1953 M., Spaak offered the Six a draft
statute for a political community, which would have
involved the assimilation of a Buropean Defence
Community and E.C.5.C¢s No decision was reached
before the French killed E.D.C. in August, 1954,
The defence community idea failed because national
loyalties remained too strong. VWith the end of
Korcan hostilities and the death of Stalin world
tension had eased, Unfavourable British reactions
alpo played a part - Prance did not savour "being
locked alone in a closet with fifty million Germans",

These failures were a check upon the growth of
the 'EBuropean idea' but the relance europcenne was
not long delayed. In 1953 and 1954 the Six had
examined the Beyen Flan for a common market and

customs union. The Messina Conference of foreign
ninisters took place in lMay 1955 and led to the
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Rome Treaty of 1957. Following the May Messina
Conference, the Spaak studies took place in

Brussels between July and Deceuber,1955, In April
1956 Spaak made his report and on 29th and 30th Kay
in Venice the Six took their basic decisions, The
EeBuCy institutions were to de a2 Council of Ministers,
a Commission, and a Buropean Farliament. The
Commission was not to be as independent as the
BeCe8.C. High Authority and this represented a
certain retreat from supranationality.

The Treaty of Rome contained a gradualist
strategy and this controlled subsequent integrative
efforts, 1In the ecarly postewar years those who
founded the fGouncil of Zurope aimed high and accom=-
plished 1little « they took on a maximal assignment
with minimal powers. The foundation of the
Buropean comnunities, briefly sketched above, did
not mean that integrationiste were to have an easy
path to follow. 1In 1959 a crisis arose relating
to supranationality. France demanded a dilution of
E«CeSeC, independence to bring it into line with
that of the European Zconomie Community.

2.3 Britain and Burope
Britain came through the war gquite well (1).

(1) ".s in her finest hour Britain had stood
alone. She was undefeated, she escaped
occupation, she had not known bitter
Satowtinl clesved o8, she had no feelings of
guilt, but came through with greater self-
confidence, greater pride in her national
virtues and national institutions than she
h:d known for yoaro. (Eitzinger, U.s

C suropean U arget and Commun)
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"We had not lost faith in ourselves and we had

the illusion that the national state could sur-
vive on its own"(2). The impact of war on
Britain was not as great as upon Europe. In
Burope, national institutions were shattered and
national self-confidence shaken. However, Britain
did come out of the war burdened by debt and
available economic resources were to be severely
strained. As Keynes said, when fighting for life
over three continents good housekeeping had not
applied. 1In 1947, the 'freeze year', grim
realities began to obtrude but there was no
general readiness to accept that Britain was now
merely a major power of the second order.

For fifteen years after the war Britain
pretended to a global military capability and,
over-ambitiously, clung to the 'three circles'
foreign policy. Ferhaps Britain'S strongest
enthusiasm was for the American comnection(3).
That Britain was not compulsorily deflated after
1945 was to a large degree because of American
policy. The United States cushioned Britain
againet reality: Britain was an interlocutor, she
displayed a reaction to world events similar to
America'es, she shared the burden of common defence
(and was afforded special distinction in receiving
nuclear information).

Adherence to the Commonwealth connection has
not meant that Britain had a Commonwealth policy.
Diverse in race, wealth and attitude to world
politice, its members have interests elsewhere - in
HeAeT.0s or in Fan Africanism, Conservatives in
particular have felt little intimacy with the 'New'

(2) Dunecan Sandys, interview
(3) See below, p. LS
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Commonwealth, The Commonwealth has been a
vehicle for faith and conviction rather than hard
achievenent, and yet it has not been 'foreign',

As for the third, European, cirele, the
effects of Britain's insularity have been often
quoted(4). After 1945 Britain retained her insula-
rity from Burope. In the wartime period of global
planning - which resulted in U.,N.0., and the
Bretton Woods organizations I.B.R.D. and I N, P, =
Europe had received little attention. In the early
postewar years both U.S.A, and Britain regarded
Buropean regional action as a temporary expedient,
as a framework for the recovery programmes. Zurope,
for Britain, was a geographical expression not a-
Mo

Britain, once the initial poste-war economiec
problems were overcome, saw little need for a
European comnunity-system and adhered to a strong
preference for functional co=-operation, 0fficial
Britain desired to duild something less than comme
unity through economiec and social programmes while,
in Burope, there occurred an overestimation of the
strength of British federalists, Europe moved
while Britain held back, preferring to take an

(4) 'Althongh al vitally interested in
Burope and prevent the er of
its domination by g:i otato which co men=
ace her security tain was no longer part
of Burope evnr since her rulers lost Calais,
their last continentel possession, in 1558,
She became sea=oriented, built the most
powerful navy in the world and the largest
colonial empire, and developed the largest
international trndo. Her two traditionnl
concerns were to maintain the balance of

er in Burope and to keep the sea-lanes
e, the former by ski diplomacy and
occasional military intervention, the latter

through the possession of a Navye
Prankel, J.: mnmmw

Po“o



active part in those international institutions
whose foundation was based on the principle of
leaving executive responsibility to national
governments., The British attitude precluded her
participation in the dbuilding of a base for
Buropean economic union - federal discussionsin
Europe were carried on in terms beyond the range
of British thinking, which continued to take for
granted the existence and responsibilities of the
nation's own political systenm.

The British wrote-off the 'Europeans' as
cranky and unrepresentative(5) and yet isolation
was not possible -~ there existed a fear of an
inward-looking, protectionist regional trade group.
But Britain did abdicate leadership:

"Approached from very diverse points of
view European unity seemed to make sense
to continental leaders, to small but
highly articulate pressure groups, and to
nany of the post-war generation: it would
glve greater scope to Europe for whatever
policy aims were envisaged. On some of
these issues Britain could have turned tre
scales between rival concepts - if only
she had not stood aldof."(6)

A Bank of England official outlines the situa-
tion in the early post-war years as follows:

- "I had virtually represented the Treaeurg_
in the international negotiations of 194
1948 which had aimed at setting up an
international trade charter of rather wide
scope, but had ultimately to be content with
the strictly trade portion of it which is
now known as the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade. At the beginning of
these negotiations the Americans seemed
to hope t they might be able to

(5) As seen above, p.!3, post-war European feder-
alsim was not a clear and unambiguous conception

(6) Kitzinger,U.: ;he gggogean Common lMarket
and Community, s Pele




'

dinslodgze us from the Ottawa Treaties
which had established Commonwealth
rreference before the war, 3But they
had fairly soon recognised that that
would be impossible and had therefore
allowed special provision to be made
covering the discrininatory aspects
of Commonwealth lreference, on con-
dition that we acoepted fuil NON=-
discrimination throughout the reat of
the world. There were comewhat sinle
lar arrangements in the International
NMonetary Mund to cover the Sterling
Areac on the monetary side,

"Other articles with G.A.T.%., con=
tained a provision to sllow discrimination
within genuine Customs Unicns or I'ree
Trade Areas - provided always that full
non={digserinination ayrlied outside the
Union or i'ree Trade Area; but, when
theue latier articles on a Custons

Union were bdeing drafted (I think in
1547) we regarded them as irreclevant to
our own position ... the Benelux
countries first proyosed them and got
some sungort fron sundry Latin American
countries, At any rate, this particular
provision seemed to us, and I think the
Am-ricans too, to be a matter of de-

nininis.

"The result of the engagement into which
we hald entered under G.i,T.T. was that
we were free to maintain Commonwealth
preference or to join a Customs Union or
Pree Trade Area. But we could not do
both. In those days the idea of drop-
ping Conmonwealth trade ties in favour
of a huropean group would have been
politleally impossible. iHence the
snbarrassuent of our position when the
uropeans finally decided .. to embark
on the work of creating a Zuropean
Customs Union - I remeuber saying atl

the time that in classical days the
3traits of Messina had been called the
passage of Scylla and Charybdis, and that
we would have good reason to appreciate

why"(7)

e e e e+ e e e —

(P) letter, L.r., Thompson-iecCausland (Bank
of England), 2nd January, 1971




+ Pollowing the Schuman proposalx, Britain was
not allowed to attend the proposed conference
without a prior commitment to the supranational
ideas involved (8). Requeats for preliminary
collective discussions were rejected, although
British ideas were considered(9).

Britain's self-exclusion from E2.C.8.C, =
gseen by Uwe Kitzinger as the 'great divide'-was
welcomed with considerable relief in Britain by
those who recognized that Burope was starting down
the road to federalism. Others regrotted the
rupture: "It was a great misfortune that we did
not go in butthe British people were not ready"
(Duncan Sandys)., The Conservative Opposition
attacked the Government (see House of Commons
debate, 26th and 27th June, 1950) but, back in
office, they reconsidered the treaty only to
reject it (10).

——— A ————— > A — . — . T 7 s g

(8) Chance factors attended Britain's exclusion
from the treaty-drafting: "There were tem=
porary difficulties on the side of the
British Government in handling the proposal
thus thrust at them, in that Bevin hinself
was il1ll in hospital, and both Attlec and
Cripps were away. Herbert Moxrison, who was
temporarily in charge of the Foreign 0ffice,
felt that we could not go in to a conference
if the outcome had thus been settled in
advance. (Beloff,M.s gp.cit., p.89)

(9)

(10) The British Government set up a delegation to
BEesCe8.C, in September 1952 and, after negotia-
tions in Luxembourg, came %o an agreement on a
form of association (Cmnd, 9346). This was
signed on 21lst December 1954, approved in the
Commons 2lat Fe 1955, and came into effect
on 20th September 1955. There was established
a Ctanding Council of Assoeiation. (Dunecan
Sandys declares that he negotiated the whole
thing with Monnet, who was 'very tough', prior
to the public conference.)



In the third volume of his memoirs,

Hﬁonillan reveals a concern, occurring very soon
after the Conservative post-war return to power,
for the course of Buropean integration:

"Barly in 1952 I was much distressed by

a memorandum compiled in the Forel

Office on European integration, which was
ven a wide circulation. It seemed to

me %o be based upon a complete misappre-

hension of the reality and strength of the

novenent for Furopean unity. It indeed

treated the whole of the these efforts

with a certain amount of levity and

contenpt."(11)

He also reveals a concern over Churchill's

strange unwillingness to defend the ideas and
ideals which he had done so much to promote while
in opprosition:

"Duncan Sandys, who was most helpful to

me behind the scenes, said that Churchill
seemed somewhat da:e& and unable to realise
the degree of disillusionment throughout
Europe, Everyone had hoped that the new
Government would set a new tone. But
nothing new had emerged, from either side

of Downing Street,"(

Macmillan feared a united Burope without

Britain and thought in terms of eonfederation, of
a limited commitnment. In a direct quotation from
his diary for 10th March, 1952 he declares:

"Yhat fo there hos been during the vital
and formative years! The absurd counstitu-
tion-naking of Schuman and lMonnet on the one
side; the isolationism of Bevin and the
Foreign Office on the other, have brought
this about."(13)

(11)
(12)
(13)

Zides of Fortune, 1959, p.468
92! c;to,‘ p."?l
Op. cit., p.471



Surely we ought now to announce the broad
outline of the kind of European Union Britain
would be prepared to join?

Instead Britain pressed the Eden Plan (14)

for a strengthening of Buropean structure through
the organization of E.C.8.C. and E.D.C. institu-
tions in connection with those of the Council of
Europe. Macmillan feared the absorption of the
Council of Europe into a new body and the exclusion
of a Britain having little power or influence., He
even contemplated resignation from the Government:

"When the Cabinet met on 13th March 1952
to discuss my views on Europe, I received
iﬁyal support from David Maxwell Fyfe

ome O0ffice and Welsh Affairg/. But it
was clear that Eden, although not himself
present owing to 1lineas, would gain the
almost unanimous support of his colleagues.
The discussion was of some value and t
perhaps have some useful effect at a later
stage. On the more restricted issue,
gdon'goproposalatfor the roorsgnisgtion of

trasbourg were orma11¥ agreed, asked
for dissent to be noted in the minutes.
Chur s not unkindly, observed that this
was not necess .’ views would be on
record. Altogether it was an unpleasant
experience. I still did not know what to do.
During the next few days I seriously con=-
templated reeignin% from the Government.
My resignation would have been a blow -
but by no means so powerful a blow as at a
later stage, when I had proved myself a
success Housing Minister."(15

Sir Michael Fraser finds this resignation story
plausible, but Duncan Sandys discounts 1it.

(14) Abvove, pe i
(15) Op.cit., pPP.471-472



Macmillan's interview with Rees-Mogg(16)
reveals a regret that the Churchill Government
had not taken 2 lead in Burope and sees reference
to a "post-war relapse of energy'. A cynical
view of Churchill in oppoesition might be that he
sought a Buropean platform in case of an extended
period of Labour rule. Sir Michael Praser, at the
Conservative Research Department at the time, says
that speeches at Zurich and elsewhere did not
make Churchill a European of the Duncan Sandys
type - the leader of the Oprosition wanted a
United Europe, but with Britain maintaining her
*three circles' connections., Macmillan's menofks
reveal the limitations of his own FTuropean commit-
ment - greater than Churchill's but still a tactical
rather than a philosophical commitment.

As a member of the recently-formed Western
European Union, Britain sent a delegation to
Brussels for discussions about the establishing of
a Buropean Economic Community. British members
sat as observers in each of the Expert 'Spaak
Groups' (see above, p.i5 ) but, finally, Britain
was unwilling %o make a commitment and participation
ended after December 1955. Britain, enjoying a
considerable technological lead, also rejected the
supranational Euratom - she was particularly
anxious not to jeopardize her comnection with the
United States (although little co-operation
occurred between the two before 1958),

In the two years before he became Prime
Minister in January 1957, Macmillan occupied
several senior appointmenis - Minister of Defence
(18th October, 1954); Poreigh Secretary
(7th April 1955); Chancellor of the Exchequer
(20th December 1955). He was thus intimately
connected with the important community-developments
in Burope.

(16) Below, p.b!




Macmillan was to expand a good deal of
government time on a free trade area plan with-
out revealing any commitment to the Europe of
the Communities. There still existed misunder-
standing as to the force of 'Europeanism' and
an attenmpt was made to find an easy alliance with
the new Europe.

At a meeting of the 0.,E.E.C. Council of
Ministers in July 1956, Macmillan, as Chancellor,
said that the United Kingdom would welcome free
trade in industrial goods between 0.,E.E.C.
countries, In the same month the Council of
0.E.,E.C, decided to study the possibility of an
association between the Six and the remaining
nembers of the organigation. On 26th November
1956 the House of Commons was informed that talks
were in progress, although in fact these were in
abeyance while the Rome Treaty negotiations were
in progress. After Macmillan became Prime
Minister in January 1957 British interest in
Europe quickened and, in February, her proposal
for a Free Trade Area was published(1l7). There
was considerable commitment te the idea of a Free
Trade Area in Britain in the months that followed.

In February 1957 O.E.E«C. set up three
working parties to examine the details of possible
trade links, Peter Thorneycroft was Chairman of
the Council of Ministers when this decision was
taken., VWork was held up due to E.E.C. Treaty
ratification and the committees did not report
until October 1957, when Reginald Maudling took

(17) Ommd. 72
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up chairmanship of a steering committee(18),
A further twelve months' work produced nothing.

A major dispute in 0.E.E.C. over E.E.C.
quota arrangements preceded the breakdown of
the Pree Trade Area talks in November 1958.

(The Rome Treaty had been signed in March 1957
and came into force in January 1958. Britain's
free trade initiative thus came before the
emergence of E,B.C. and free trade proposals
were examined at the same time as the Six
organized themselves,) And a change of r‘gime
had oeccurred in FPrance,

De Gaulle had assumed power in May 1958,
Frior to this he had castigated those who
favoured a Common Market. Now, with the devalu-
ation of the franc and the subsequent austerity -
verité et severite - Premch industry suddenly
found itself to be highly competitive. But the
competition which would be afforded by a wider
free trade area was feared. De Gaulle saw a way

- ———— - = ——— P ——

(18) Peter Thormeycroft remained as principal
co-ordinator, Reginald Maudling, fay-
master General, and from 17th Sthomber 1957
in the Oabinnt, undertook actual negotia-
tions - all the time working with interested
ninisters at home and reporting to the Prime
Hinister. Maudling's assumption of office
as Chairman of the 0.B.2.C. steering commi-
ttee may have been unwise, "Diplomatists
should seldom be a2llowed to frame poli
and politioiann seldom to conduct negot
tion." (Busk,D %ge Craft % Di floggcx
P.241) The nlniste appo ent waa a
departure for Britain designed to ensure
gpeed and to reduce paper work. After the
failure of talks, however, it seemedlthat
we had oonlitted too much of the Government's
prestige to the enterprise while weakaning
Maudling's position as an advocaie of the
British point—of-viev.



to settle accounts with the Anglo-Saxons,

(In September he h:d written a memorandum to
Eisenhower demanding a share, with Britain,

in the direction of Vestern strategy). On
14th November 1958 a Prench ninisterial state-
ment announced that Prance would not accept any
formal association which did not include a pro-
vision for a single tariff between the 3ix and
the rest of the world, (See below, pp T1-76.)

The resignation of Peter Thorneycroft as
Chancellor of the Exchequer (on the public
spending issue) on 6th January 1958 is a factor
to be considered in the Free Trade Area failure =
this removed from the British team the minister
most alive to the continental point of view that
the negotiations were not merely about techaieal
economic arrangements but invelved Burope's
political future.
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3.1 t e C

Diplomatic relations today invelve swmit
and permanent conferences; those with comprehen-
sive agendas and those arranged ou an gd hoc
basis; and, global, regional and bi-lateral
working parties. The complexity of internat-
ional political life demands that diplomacy
g deux be supplemented by a comsiderable amount
of multilateral activity, public and private(l).
The great publie international forums like the
UyN.0. are merely the tip of the diplomatic
iceberg.

— o e e

(1) "What is new is the array of international
organizations which meet regularly to review
the current situction in the field of their
own responsibility. IMontagu Norman was one
of the earliest to see the need for develop=
ing this kind of thing when he took the lead
in set the Bank for International
Settlenents Basle. The International
Monetary Fund was a later step in the came
direction but, apart from occasional special
activities, is not, perhaps, a leading ex-
anple of new arrangements for
routine review of situation by an inter-
national organization., The 0.E.C.D., in
Paris, and especially ite Vorking Party Three
would be better ecxamples, though the Bank for
International Settlements remains, in its
field, a very good instance of a ﬁody‘wnich
meets regularly for the purpose of routine
international review. Certainly the mone=-
tary committee of the E.E,C. is ancther good
example, but, a from the impression one
gains from all its leading members,
we so0 far have no direet experience of it.,
There are, of course, other very inmportant
examples 1n the United Nationa. and military
fields." (L.P., Thompson-MecCausland, Bank of
England, Letter, 24th January, 1970)
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Following the Marshal Aid offer, the
Committee of European Economic Co-operation was
set up to draft a report. This represented the
first joint action of the Western European states,
The C.E.E.Cs began work in Faris on 16th July 1947
under the chatmanship of Sir Oliver Franks, who had
with him a strong British team, ultimately about
fifty strong., Subsequently permanent United
Kingdon delegations, responsible to the Foreign
Secretary, were accredited to U,¥,0. (in New York
and Geneva)sy %o 0,E.B.C. in Paris; to the
Brussels Treaty Organization, and to the High
Authority of B.C.5,0. in Luxembourg. (In point
of technical status the last-named of the five
delegations was different from the others, for the
body to which it was accredited as unique - the first
supranational community ever to come into existence.
Qur permanent representation was thus accredited as
a normal diplomatic mission to a foreign sovereign.)

A new burst of interdepartmental activity,
at home and abroad, occurred in the period when a
Free Trade Area was discusseed. The work Whitehall
had to perform during the 1957-1958 period was con=-
siderable and the scale of the machinery involved
in investigation was greater than a decade earlier.
Between the launching of the idea and the suspension
of negotiations in Novenber 1958, eight departments
of governnent were heavily and continuously concermed.

1 Although the increasing role of economic
affairs in foreign policy formulation created
problems of co-ordination, interdepartmental co=
operation largely disappeared after the first world
war.,

A partiel explanation of this lies in the story
of Sir Warren Pisher's successful attempt in 1919 to
have himself designated as 'Head of the Civil Service!
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and in the resultant Treasury-Foreign 0ffice
antagonism., Trouble existed between the depart-
ments before 1919, but in the inter-war years,
there occurred an intensification of friction.
Purther explanation must be found in ministerial
differences over policy,

Interdepartmental co-operation survived the
second war, Belief that pre-war errors had to some
extent represented a feilure in co-ordination was
present in the minds of those who shaped machinery.

The 1945 Eden proposals = Proposals for the

ef of the Fo ce, Cmnd. 6420, para,5 -
stated that the Foreign O0ffice would in future be
regarded as the headquarters of the Foreign Service,
rather than as a department of the home ecivil
service. In seeking to explain the post-war
relaxation between the Foreign Office and the
Treasury one must further add that the latter departe
ment functioned in a world where public expenditure
was not abhorred.

The problem as to whetier the Foreign 0ffice
should be primarily an instrument of negotiation
or a department responsible for conducting the
nation's affairs in all branches of external rela=-
tions - economic and cultural as well as political -
has not arisen in the post-war world.

There was a period when the c¢laims of the
Poreign 0ffice, advanced by lr. Bevin, for a major
say in foreign economic policy were of considerable
importance, With the move of Cripps to the
Treasury this period came to an end. Once the new
international machinery for economic recovery had
been set in motion, the Foreign Secretary
concentrated on the gquestion of increasingly tense



Bast-est relations and the Treasury was free
to exercise its talents,

With the coming into operation of those
bodies mentioned at the beginning of this section
- and with the operation of G,A.T.T., I.M,F,, and
I.B.R.D, = British policy-making demanded a con-
siderable degree of co-ordination. By 1950 a
fairly elaberate organization had come into exist-
ence to deal with the burden. On the ministerial
side a Cabinet committee under the Lord Fresident
of the Council dealt with economic policy. On
the official side bilateral, country-by-couhtry
negotiations looked after by the Overseas

Hegotiating Committee (1947), while Burope was
looked after by the 'lLondon' Committee. This

interdepartuental committee, established in

July 1947, had representatives from the Poreign
0ffice, the Board of Trade, the Ministries of Pood
and Agriculture, Fuel and Fower and Supply, and
from the Economic FPlanning Staff,

A departure from the more formal methods of
conducting relations between the Foreign 0ffice and
other departments had occurred. Arising from both
bilateral and multilateral negotiations an easy
inter-departmental relationship with no serious
worry over precedence developed:

"By the end of the period /I9597, it was
posaible to claim that, at rate in

the economic field, lritinh foreign

policy could be looked at as an operation
carried out by government as a whole,

with no single department ¢ riority.
It was held that the problems of o=
departmental rivalry, noted in earlier
periods in Britain and still extant in other
countries, had largely disappeared."(2)

(2) Beloff, M.: New Dgfg%g;gg% in goro;ﬁg P’%*ﬁ!
1961’ haxxm p.2 .\ See esier,U.,N, . oéo
Willson:The Organization of Br sh Central

Government 1914-1964,2nd Ed.,1968,Table XV1,
erseas presentatives of Depariments Other
than Those Concerned Exo%usively with External
Affairs & Defence,p.200,
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3.2 Ihe Departments

In September 1947 it was announced that
Sir Stafford Cripps would take up the new post
of Minister for Economic Affairs, He was to
have, not a department, but a small personal staff,
At this point it might have been guessed that
economic planning both domestic and foreign would
be given to a Ministry of Economics, separate from
the Treasury; the Dalton resignation and the move
of Crippes to the Chancellorship, less than two
months after the appointment mentioned above,
removed this possibility. The effect was to bring
within the Treasury most of the existing machinery
for economie plamning and co-ordination.

The Chancellor took with him to the Treasury
a Second Secretary whose competence was broadened
to cover the Buropean Recovery Frogramme, includ-
ing the 'london' Committee (see above). This work
was kept somewhat apart from the rest of the
Preasury machine., The Second Secretary regarded
himself as having a triple responsibility - to the
Chancellor, to the Poreign Secretary, and to the
Fresident of the Board of Trade - he made
neecessary submissions to all three and was available
to report to any one of them(l).

By 1952 the big 0.E.E.C. operations, the
division of dollar aid, the creation of Buropean
Payments Union, and the liberalization of intra-
European trade had been completed, Treasury
activity declined and its organization reflected
the diminution of the importance of Europe in
British policy.

(1) B.lotr' Nes m.’ po‘l



The Bank of England in pre-war years
enjoyed a considerable degree of autonomy and,
in post-war years, has retained significant
influence(2). In the work of international
financial institutions the Bank works in close
partnership with the Treasury and other depart-
ments, not merely in preparatory work but in
operations, The external side of the Bank's work
is necessarily bound up with other aspects of
external economic policy thus co-operation with
the Treasury, in particular, must be close. The
Bank's power derives from its technical expertise =
what is technically feasible sets limits in poliey
decisions, The Bank has to be taken into account
as a locus of activity but its mode of operation
reveals little(3).

The Department of Overseas Trade was abolished
in 1946 and its immediate successor was the Export
Promotion Department of the Board of Trade. There

Y2

(2) On 28th April 1925 Churchill, as Chancellor,

announood lritain'. return to tho Gold Stnn-
dard., f:t up & long and intensive

fight agninnt 8ir Otto Niemeyer, Controller
of Pinance at the Treasury, and lontagu
Norman, Governor of the Bank ruggle
was revealed when rroaanrg papers were made
available in 1969. (Se kidelsky, Re in

The Times, 17th March, 1969)
(3) In 1959 thn nadoliffo committoo'n e

: o 0C aaoretiv'
and lhonld publinh tullor nonetary informa-
tion. Witness also the struggle of the
Select Commnittee on Nationalised Industries to
investigate the Bank against Government wishes

(Conmons debate 1llth February 1969). Complaint

continues, See Croome,D, and Johnson, H.s
Honey in Britain, 1959-1969



was also a Commercial Relations and Troaties
Department and, on lst January 1949, these two
merged into the Commercial Relations and Exports
Department, This department of the Board of
Trade accommodated work comnected with 0.E.E.C.
trade liberalization, then with E.E.C. and free
trade area initiatives,

It must be noted that the Fresident of the
Board of Trade, Sir David Eccles, was not given
control of the Pree Trade Area negotiations in
1957=58. (See above, p.=35-)

Not until October 1960 did the Board of Trade
establish a new Export Council of Europe - "the
nost rapidly developing market in the world", to
quote the department's head.

Although the formal independence of the
Poreign Office hod been declared (above), this was
not to occasion a separation of its work from that
of governmment as a whole. The formal duty of
delegations abroad was to report through the Poreign
Office and this department adapted its organization
to meet the increasing burden,

The internal organization of the PForeign
Office had to be constantly revised so as to see
that the departments into which it was divided
apportioned work in a rational manner. Through
the Bevin era and beyond there occurred a rapid
adaptation of organization. A growth of work
showed itself in the development of departments
dealing with economic relations and with Buropean
and Atlantie institutions, as compared with the
geographic departments, In February 1948 the
European Recovery Department was set up (to relieve
the Economic Relations Department) to become, in
1951, the Mutual Aid Department.
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By 1959 the departments in the Office mainly
concerned with European and Atlantic organization
were: +the Mutual Aid Department, the Western
Department, the Economic Relations Department and
the Cultural Relations Department.

Poreign Service staff expanded greatly after
the wars in 1960-61 over eleven thousand people
were employed at home and abroad = a threefold
increase over 1939(4). But Foreign Office
resources during the period were strained.

The Foreign O0ffice has been likened to an
octopus - superbly equipped to receive impresdons,
But the occtopus's power of reaction is deficient,
Taking a longer-term view than domestic depart-
ments, thinking in words and not in figures, it hae
had a reputation for detachment while it has cone-
tinued to produce its memoranda - facte blanketted
by opinions(5). This in spite of a common
atmosphere of urgency - a staff under constant
pressure but working in a ministry not designed
%o plan or to make positive moves.

The Foreign 0ffice has done little to build
up machinery for long-range planning either as
regards its own functioning or in respect of the
kind of international problems it may have to face(6).

(4) Bishop, D.G.:

(5) On detachment, ef. Claud Cockburn's first

view of editorial room:
", & BU was translat a passage
of Plato's F into Chinese for a bet."

on, Penguin, 1967, p.70

(6) sSince 1884 the telegraphiec address of the
roroign otrico and of all British embassies
has been 'Prodrome', which derives from the
classical Greek 'Forerunner®, (Busk,D.,

9p.cit., p.254.)
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On the morrow of Duncan(7), The Times could
remark that the Foreign and Commonwealth 0ffice
had adapted smoothly to its reduced circum-
gstances and had taken well to the idea that Europe
was more important to Britain than Asia or Africa.
Some hard thinking had occurred:

"es the ssure upon the Fore Office
made 1t ifficult tor it to 4 with

long= * The research Depart=-
mg 'Mog had largely sprung from duties

undortahn in wartime, was given increased
rc:m-bnitua to'arda the end of our

+8. to 1959} this time the
0ffice was recmi specialists
fer thia departnent and in senior

experts concerned with areas which were
thought to be of special importance. The
department now | uced forwardelooking
papers, oontu.n.Lng estimates of future devel-
opment, as well as acting in the nature of a

reference dt{u'hon ugon which the other
sections ¢ a "

But Beloff notes bleakly:

"e¢ it would obviously be 1&?
that any internal ro-organna n wi
Poreign 0ffice could enable plans for a
mlm of years ahead to be made, and this

ﬁ.rnoula.rly the case in our dod in
rela %0 the Buropean organization since
continental opinion seemed %0 be evolving
at an unexpectedly rapid pace." (9

(7

(8) ’.10::,“.‘ : RN L Odi 1 ) L. A
1961. 90126- : : empuE
forward-pl + A small plming and CO=
ordination sec in the Termanent Secretary's
Departnent operated under the supervision of a
Steering Committee composed of sonior officials.)

(9) Beloff,M,.: mm.' P«126
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Discussion of departmental arrangements and
of interdepartmental co-ordination is not all,
If nearly all depertuents are now directly cone-
cerned with fields of activity of an international
kind (and this includes the boards of the nation-
alized industries) and if the basic structure of
interdepartnental co-ordination (seen in the
*London' Committee) has been worked out one must
still say that operational bases depend on people.
Dilettante staffs are inadequate.

The Foreign 0ffice has been geared, tradit-
ionally, to the use of embassies abroad as the
channels for contact with other countries.
Negotiators abroad in earlier days had a great deal
of freedom because the apparatus for communication
with home was difficult. But the 'inner circle’
of ambassadors - in Paris, Bonn, Rome, Moscow and
Washington - are no longer eminent, In the post-
war world the most influential diplomats have been
a group of senior men in London (10) ands
"Probably the growth of the Office's advisory funce
tion has in practice fully offset the decline in
independence of the contemporary and (more or less)
telegraphically-controlled British emissary
abroad."(11)

What may be referred to as 'ambassadorial
dispensability' should not be taken to signify
that London is all-important. From traditional
representation by embassy, the Foreign 0ffice has
had to develop a competence in permanent and semi-

10 Sir Patrick R Sir Eve Shueck
O i oy dal1, 't ooty Slovensr
enson e
Ralph Nurray. . :

(11) Lord Strang, The Foreign 0ffice, 1955,».170



permanent conference diplomacy, in the setting-
up of delegations with varieties of skills,
Delegations today evolve policy on the spot in a
seminar atmosphere. The man on the spot is
8%i1l1l important and:

"For diplomatic education.. permanent

delegations are probably the best

training schools that exist."(12)
But pressure on individuals can be great - hence
attention to, among other things, the '"human
time-clock' - and the price can be high:

"The representative at U,N.0, or
on the Disarmament Commission in
Geneva may thus fare better than
his counterparts on a normal mission.

Prine however,
prizl.ior the traE::nshti
arriers': auooosa
of new ess 1: be to
iy bt Seets 3o dufent Lo e
may s ea own

mn-gﬁn

At home in Britain deeision-making is becoming
slower - no matter how urgent the problem, more and

more people have to be consulted(l4).

Busk deplores the fact that Poreign Office
personnel dealing with economic, financial and com=
mercial affairs are often amateurs: "It is not easy
%o find Deputy or Assistant Secretaries who are
fully trained in economics and who ... are really
keen on the work. The flair that is so essential
a quality in all forms of diplomacy does not suff=-
ice in economic affairs."(15) And The Times: "In
general, Whitehall suffers appallingly from a
Byzantine superstructure of co-ordination super-
imposed on all too narrow an operational base."(16)

(12) Lord Strang, The Foreign Office, p.143
(13) L.P, Thompson-iicCausland, letter

(14) Busk,D.: The Oraft of Diplomacy,p.239

(15) Op.cit., p.245
(16) 2nd November 1967




4. Reorientation 1959-1961
4.1. Development of the E.E.C.

By 1960 British scepticism about the E.E.C.'s
success had declined and fear of exclusion from
the enterprise became evident., Before coming to
the story of these changes it seems appropriate
to deal with developments in Europe.

In 1960 the E.E.C., was still at the begine
ning of the road to a customs union and the
Treaty's gradualist strategy demanded comparatively
little in the way of integration(l). However, as
Britain thought anew about Europe, confident
references were being made in Burope to the
'Community method'(2)

(1) The E,E.C., treaty provided for a build-up
of integrating power and for an accelera-
tion of economic unity. But the treaty
amplified close targets and underplayed
the more remote. Removal of qualitative
trade controls was t9 be gradual; tariffs
anong the member-nations were to be
removed over a twelve- or fifteen-year
period; there would be a step~by-step
harmonization of external tariffs, and the
formation of a common agriculturai poliecy

would walt until the first transition stage

was completed. In all this the person-
ality of lMonnet was important; after
earlier failures the astute tactician
oined the enthusiast = 'Federation Now!'
came 'A customs union in twelve %o ‘
fifteen yéars!'

(2) "The 'Community method' is difficult to
characterize in a few words, partly
because it is a concept which has
changed somewhat over time partlin
because it connotes a compiox of institu-
tions, procedures, objectives and
attitudes. Porha?s e essential chara-
cteristics of the 'Community Nethod'! are
il) the gi of wide powers of initia=-

ive to an ependent (2) the
dolegation °f1::al'n§f't‘§oi;rati 1inz::g
ers an ependen ’ a
fgztvu and judiecial control over lho
exercise of the delegated powers,




During the first five years' operation of
the E.E.C., economic development, as illustrated
in industrial production and trade figures, was
markedly more favourable than in Britain(3).

A clear trend was certainly not evident in
1960-61 and firm statistical evidence of the
disparity of performance was not available
sufficiently early to constitute a poskive influe
ence on Macmillan, No doubt an impression of
European expansion was evident.

The first tariff reductions and quota
enlargements in the E.E.C. took place on
lst January, 1959. On lst January, 1961, in
accordance with the accel-ration decision of the
previous May, the Six cut tariffs on intermal
trade by a further ten percent, thus bringing
the total reduction to forty percent. Much
more important was the first step taken to
align their individual national tariffs with the
agreed common extermal tariff - they started the
process of turning themselves into a customs
union, (A second acceleration agreement was
decided on 15th May, 1962, This acceleration
may have been facllitated by fear of British

(2) contd. (4) majority voting, if, egain,
on a limited basis, among
cipating govornnen%a. and (5) and
most important, the progressive
replacing of policies which are national
in eoozo and e by common policies
80 that within participating

countries certain national policies are
superceded by community policies and
for certain purposes the participating
countries sct externally not as a

(3) Kitsinger,U.s The Second Try, p.326




‘dilution' of market impetus. Certainly,
during the negotiations leading to the

9th July 1961 association agreement with Greece,
France took a very firm line on tariff quotas,
desiring to avoid precedents useful to the
United Xingdom.)(4)

These developments were seen as a severe
threat to British trade and the New Statesman
declared that the first acceleration presented
Britain with its most serious economic challenge
since the Great Depression(5).

One must not forget the 5.E.C.'s ultimate
aim of political union., The statesmen who
proposed the three EBuropean Communities saw them
as parallel roads towards political union,
Following French soundings, the Six opened poli-
tical discussions in September 1960. The
'Little Summit' took place on 10th and 1llth
Pebruary 1961 and the Duteh - perhaps encouraged
by London - suggested that Britain might join in
talks relating to the political development of
the community. (On 16th FPebruary, in the
Commons, Macmillan said that Britain was ready
to participate.,) The most tangidle result of
the B,E.0., summit was a decision to appeint a
comnittee of representatives to try to formulate

precise proposals, The Fouchet Committee, to

become later the Cattani Committee, was set up
and, after a second summit meeting, the Bonn

Declaration was published on 18th July 1961,

In this the Six restated their determination to
achieve the political union implicit in the
community treaties. They agreed to hold regular

(4) See Pryce, R.t "Common Market Timetable", in

John Galuann(kd.) W¥estern Burope - &
handbook, p.583

(5) 9th April, 1960
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meetings of Heads of State, and of Foreizn
Ministers, and to hold periodic meetings of the
ministers responsible for education, cultural
matters and research. They also asked the
committee to work out proposals for giving a
statutory character to political union.

4.2 British Attitudes

(1) ¥estminster. The evolution of the British
attitude towards Europe has already been traced
with reference to Macmillan (above,pp.2'-23),
Rees=Nogz reports from an interview with Maecmillan
that there were four major aims of his administra-
tion: <first, to re-establish the American
connection after the Suez disasterj; second, to
bring the Soviet Union into the Buropean world
and, with Kennedy, to end the Cold War; third,

to encourage independence in Africa; and, fourth,
to take Britain into Burope(l). As one has seen
Macmillan was no 'European',

The first major attempt to secure a closer
connection with the Europe of the communities
ended in failure, the Free Trade Area was never
established.

“This was a shock for the British
Government, though at this distance

of time it is hard to understand how
they could possibly have hoped to see
their plan succeeding. It probable
that their negotiator, Reginald
Maudling, able though he was, did not
entirely eﬁasp the political signifi-
cance of the E.E.C, In any case his
efforts to play off the Germans against
the Prench were clearly doomed to
failure. Moreover they aroused great,
and it is to be feared, enduring

(1) The Times, 9th February, 1964
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suspicion of British motives among
the members of the newly-formed
Buropean Commission in sels."(2)

In preparation for the 1959 Election,
Maemillan established a committee under
Re¢A.B. Butler with Lord Hailsham (Party
Chairman) and Edward Neath (Chief Whip) among
its nembers. Sir Michael Fraser, the committee's
secretary, states that seventeen meetings were
held from 23rd December 1957. The question of
Euwrope was not to the fore. The October 1959
Election yielded the Conservatives a majority
of a hundred without Europe being discussed,

The 1959 Election was a great victory for
the Conservatives and the winning of Brighouse
and Spenborough from Labour in March 1960 was a
welcome postseript. And yet, as the 'Sixties
began the Conservatives had run out of energy
and had to discover new lines of political
advance., This need did not arise because
earlier aims had been adhieved: the tasks
acknowledged in the 1951 manifesto, Britain

Strong and Free - to attack the size of publie
expenditure, to simplify the administrative

(2) Lord Gladwyn: De Gaulle's Burope, 1969,p.58
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machine, to defeat inflation and to improve
industrial relations - had not been
acconplished,

The anti-planning philosophy of the
'Pifties had yielded only disillusiomment and
January 1960 saw the introduction of a *'stop!
phase of 'stop=go'.(3) 1In February 1560 a new
formula for the control of defence expenditure
was announced - it was to be limited to seven
percent of G.,N.P. In April, with the can-
cellation of Blue Streak, it became evident
that Britain could no longer enjoy a truly
independent armoury. As Kitzinger notes:

"In the case of Harold Macmillan, the
year 1960 had proved instructives the
abandonunent of Blue Streak and with 4t
Britain's independent deterrent; the
fiasco of the raris summit conference
end with it the failure of perhaps
Britain's last major initiative on the
world's diplomatic stage; and yet
another serious balance of payments
erisis from which the central banks of
the continent saved us in early 1961 =
these displ the premises t led to
our first attempt to join /Burope/."(4)

Rethinking in the economic sphere led %o the
founding of the National Economic Development
Council and to the National Incomes Commission.
"Neo~liberalism seemed to be worked-out," says
8ir Michael Fraser, Chairman of the Conservative
Party Organization, "so we turned to indicative
planning."(5) The yolte face on planning was
sudden - Central 0ffice literature sneered at
‘growthmanship' as new policies were announced,

With the arrival of the young Kennedy,
Hacmillan's services as an international broker

(35 s”oo Note B, p. V7
(4) EKitazinger,U.: The Second Try, 1968, p.11
(5) Interview
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were no longer necessary and, after the summit
failure, Britain needed a new external mission,
new avenues of influence., Sir Eric Roll's(6)
comment on Macmillan's Zuropean initiative is
cerude: the Conservatives needed political
‘oonph' for the future. As Britain surveyed
her unsplendid isolation at the end of 1960 and
reappraised her international posture opportunism
was in the air. "I would not want to leave you
with the impression that it is merely the
collapse of the Summit Conference which has made
Buropean unity so imperative," said John Profumo
before the W,BE.U. Conference in Paris on

2nd June, 1960.

+ On 30th May, 1960 the political corres-
rondent of The Times noted: ".., the last week
has been rich in signs of the shift in emphasis
from hopes of a dramatic détente at the summit
to the mending or tightening of Britain's
relations with Europe, and especially with
France,"” Jacmillan's task was not easy - his
recent efforts at summitry hed profoundly
annoyed both France and Germany.

On 21lst June, 1960, in answer to a weitten
question, Macmillan declared that our aim was to
secure a partnership between the two European
grouprings in a common system of trade, consistant
with G.A.T.T,.

A Conservative Early Doy Motion of
23rd June, 1960 urged the Government to,
".s consult our partners in E.P.T.A. and in the
Commonwealth, and %0 put forward firm proposals
for subseguent negotiations with the 5ix."(7)

(6) Interview. And see bolow. Pei 0B

(7) Commons Order Paper, Co0l.4109, E.D.M. No.99
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Six of the twenty-seven signatories were
members of the party's Foreign Affoirs
Committee., Aubrey Jones (Minister of Puel and
Fower 1955 - 1957 and Minister of Supply

1957 = 1959) declared that, eventually, we would
have no choice but to enter Euﬂgpo and to reject
the idea of a special relations, with the United
States.(8)

Selwyn L}loyd, Foreign Secretary, initiated
the Commons debate of 25¢th July, 1960 by moving
the motion:

"That this House recognizes the need
for political and economic unity in
Zurope and would welcome the cone-
clusion of suitable arrangements to
that end, satisfactory to all the
Governments concerned."(9)

The motion expressed a general objective while
being vague as to methods of achieovement of ends,

Maudling, President of the Board of Trade,
who summed up for the Government, cautiously
wondered whether a course less drastic than
joining E,B.C. was open. Principal Labour
speakers were not sanguine. Wilson declared
that the case for entry was formidable but the
decision could not be elear or simple - the
nation was faced with a choice of evils.
Healey believed that no-one in the House would
hold it inconceivable that Britain should enter
E+E.C, but believed also that we should wait,
Labour was thus with the Governueont, being
somnevhat cooler than the Foreign Secretary but
more realistic than the Iresident of the Board

(8) Z2he Guardisn, 18th July, 1960
(9) 627 H,C.Deb,, Col. 1099



of Trade on the availability of niddle
courses.(10) The debate lacked drama and made
no impact in Europe, where leaders could de
forgiven for detecting no shift of emphasis in
British feeling.

The Conservative Conference of 1960
(l1ike the Liberal Assembly) passed a motion in
favour of entry with a large majority.

During the Debate on the Jueen's Speech
on 4th November, 1960, Heath said that negotia=-
tions with the Six should not begin until there
existed a genuine prospect of success - Europe
could not risk another attempt ending in failure,

By the end of 1960 very little positive
progress had been made towards an agreement with
the Six, Ideas of '"bridge-building' were
giving way to concepts of a modified customs
union, perhaps on the basis of an inner and
outer Europe. In the first half of 1961 some
government opinion betrayed a willingneass teo
contenplate acceptance of the essential features

(10) In the period until mid=-1961 the weight
of Labour opinion remained undecided abdout
Europe = there was a general disinclination
towards Jjoining combined with a wait-ande-see
attitude, It is notewor that for nine
months after the July,1960 debate Labour had
little time, even at conference, for the
European debate, The party was too much
occupied by unilateralism. And yet
opinions were voiced. Labour signatories
of the Zarly Day Motion of 26th May, 1960
expressed a willingneass to accept some
sacrifice of sovereignty through eantry to
¥.E,0e In the summer of 1960, George
Brown, declar a change of mind on ZEurope,
said that Britain should think what she
could offer to Burope in order to find her
way back. In 1960 Douglas Jay began his
career of opposition to Durope on grounds
of hard cost. Denis Healey wrote on the
subject of federalisms; ineide E.E.C., the
United Kingdom would have no more uence
;h;n California or Massachusetts in the

. OA.
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of the Treaty of Rome, 1In Pebruary Macmillan
declared that Britain was ready for political
consultations, (11l) while Heath said that no
arrangement would be satisfactory which did not
involve a political as well as an econouic link,
On May 18th 1961 in the Commons Heath made
evident that he himself favoured full menbere
ship of E.B.C,

After the activity of the winter, particu-
larly after the prolonged private exchanges
between governments, (12) tension was almost
tangible in Londén by the spring of 1961. It
was sumner before matters came to a heads

"Some Ministers are known to believe
that only a negotiation of some kind
with the Six, whether it is called
formal or informal, will settle
whether the safeguards and precondi-
tions Bum' EJ.TeAsy and the
Commonwealth need are to bde had from
the Six. Other Ministers do not
conceal that their minds have still
to be made up whether a negotiation
would be worthwhile,."(13)

(11) At this time the Six were examining
the possibility of political union,
(See above, p. yo.)

(12) see r[).68'-6q g

(13) Zhe Times, 21st July, 1961
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(11) 2he Civil Servige. From 1945 the
American connection had been the sheet-anchor

of British policy, says Sir Frank Lee (see
below). In the early stages Europe was dis-
organized and hard up and night have battened
upon Britain, The Buropeans - Monnet, Marjolin,
and so on - "did not cut any ice". The Foreign
0ffice under Eden was & solid force against
Burope(l). During the later 'Pifties many
nmiddle-range officials were for entry into
Europe but the 'special relationship' (below,p.¢7 )
wes still strong. The 0ffice’ exhibited a
conspicuous lack of interest during the long
negotiations over a free trade area,

Herbert Andrew, Second Secretary at the
Board of Trade in the early *'Sixties, has said
that at the end of the '"Fifties many eivil
servanis were seeking ideas. Partly by
accident, a set of people more EBuropean-minded
than incumbents of five years before were
occupying inportant posts. This was a main
imput into the situation - people had begun to
talk of entry to Europe in a serious manner,

Sir Eric Roll remavked that Macmillan was

easily persuaded about Europe; he had pride

in his vision and historical sense. The crucial
fact was that, as Andrew says, the Poreign Office
had woken up.

(1) See p. 2! , for Macmillan's comment
on the Poreign Office memorandum of 1952,




Poreign 0ffice interest was onlr aroused
by the deterioration of reletions which ocourred
after the bLreakdown of the free trude talks
and dboocame narked when the 84ix beran to discuss
soriously political unification.t
Lord Otrang, until 1953, rermanent Seoretary
at the O0ffice, made a aoolaratigﬁmgn 1960 which
showed the evolution of view (abowve, p. ¥%9d).
Here, in the Poreign 0ffice, was the greant
change says Sir Frank Lee.

"The permanent head of the Poreign Ogefice,
Sir Frederick Hoyer lillar, former
Anbagsador to Bonn, always roemained
ccoyticalnbht the g-w ;izixeliygg the
Turorean Departuent - | hve -
Bhnckburzh,?%:ok fron Paris in 1960
3ir Roderick Bareloy, appointed that

ear %0 be special aavie.r on Buropean
@y and Sir ratrick Heilly,
ex-Angaaandor $0 lLioscow - were all
Community minded. One of these recalls
his astonichment when, returaing in 1960
fron a three-year stint abroad with
definitely Surgpean ideas, and expecting
to find elf in a herciical minority,
he dlscovered on the coatrary that all’
his colleagues agreed with hin. In tie
nonths before the Irime Ninlster anncunced.
the Goveranent's decision to seek satry,

a senior official of the rure Uffice -
cumplained that he reslly hardly knew Low. .
to prevent some of his staff '"falling
overboard in their Burcopean franzy'?.(2)

Herbvert Andrew confesses that his attitude
t0 Burope had at first been sceptical. Vhile
at the Board of Trade he had been affected by
the views of younger and more jJjunior ecivil
servants on the Rome Treaty. He had watched
the process of seeking answers to practical
queatione on the continent and had come to feel
that Britain could *put something in', It was

- -

{2 SoeSote Byt

) Selagrytes MMM,
» e .
the 'planning mood!,
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aot Just e natter of naking more uousy - there
would be & big future if we ecould help break
down the boundaries of nationsliow., Before
the end of the Brussels negotiations he felt

quite posisively that 4t would be 2 good thing
lter Sritain to take o seat at the “.7.Cs sam.i

Andrew declares that he is alwaye
inclined to quostion the idea of 'deparinental
tradition' « in the depurtmente nen can make :
a lot of differonces A cuase in ;oint would
appenr %0 be the Iressury under Nakins then lees
Roger Mukins (later to become the first
Baror: Sherfield) had had long exporience of the
Poreign Office and the Diplonatic Service before
condng to the Treasury, in 1956, as Joint
Perpanent Secretary. He enjoyed comsiderable
Anfluence and wes indeed & key figuve., His
fornative yesrs had been spent in the United
Btates and he had married an Anerie:ny Mo was
notoricusly luke~warn towards Surcpe and his
influence counted a grest deal., This was
1llustrated, says Sir Frank Lea, both in the
attenpt to found a free $rade =rea (a chesp
way irto turope), and in the foundation of ;
EoPoT.le (2 mistake), The great change 8t the
Treasury came when Makins lefd: the date of
kis dsparture wus “a happy chance, ‘

with twenty yeara' experience of inter-
national financial and economic problems belhind
him, the energetic Sir Frauk Gedbould lLee
booame Jolnt rermangat Becxretary at the Treagury
in early 1960, He had been inclined towurde
Burope while at the Board of Trade; he aow
mede up his nind. The confidential and
reagsuring alivice must have influenced
Naemillan greatly. In 1960, says Sir 7rank,
people a4t the Treasury - save hineseli- were
lagging btehind the Foreign Office in their
concern for & move towards Eurepe. This was
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tochm:xoa'
-m-mmmumm
official opinion on should pere
haps partly be sttubu %0 the force

of fuhion. A young official,
- long a convinced advooate of Britain's
into Em rooﬂh that whom

!a oz.vunnouch o
; mmhhmtunotruulug"
- haired cccentric, in 1960 it was get
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Sir william Oorell Barnes, Deputy Under
Seoretary at the Colonial Office in the early
5ixties, traces the evolution of his pro~
Buropean views from the time that he assumed,
in 1959, economie as against politionl duties
within his deparment, He found that the
Government was conducting o Yvenistta'l against
the Six related to their elaboration of associa-
tion provieions for former Prench territordes,
(The difficulty hal bdeen revecled with the
publication of the Rome Treaty im larch 1957
altiough the association of tie former territo-
ries had been announed on 15th Pebruary. This
inclusion, the price of FPrench soceptance of
EeBeCqy had purprised Britain,)

The general thought moving Corell Barnes
at the time was that the primery producers -
and the Colonigl 0ffiece concern was largsly
- with tropical producers — were more und more
going to0 have to sell their coffee and cocoa %0
Buropeés Whether or not Britain joined the
Conmunity agreenmant would huve to be reached
with the 8ix, "tamorrow rather than tea yeurs
 henee", Baslcilly he was in favour of ontry
%0 Zurope but he also wanted to ease the solu='
tion of Britain's African probleme. Uel.C.'s

L Ay s L s - . - -~ et P N

(3) Beloff,N.: Skagitey e8I
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association arrangements under Articles
131-156 were to expire on lst Jammary 1963.

At a time when these arrangements were being
re-cxamined, Gorell Barnes was responsible
for a change of view on Europe in the Colonial
Office.

(1i1) Interest Groups. Industry in general,
and the Pederation of British Industries as

its most influential spokesman, had strongly
supported the idea of a free trade area with
the Six between 1956-1958. During the winter
of 1958«1959 the F.B.I. had pursued the project
of a Buropean Free Trade Association with more
obvious zeal than had government officials,
Basentially, however, the overriding interest
of industry was to find an acceptable arrange-
ment with the Common Harket. Some industrial
leaders pressed for an accommodation with the
Six in 1960 but the prevailing business view,
as in govermmenti,was that time would make a
settlement easier. The main pressure for a
move into Burope came in Spring 1961.

In July, 1961 the P,B.I. published British

) st t for F .
members. While the pamphlet declared that the
Commonwealth should not be asked to pay a
substantial part of the price of British entry
and that moral and contractual commitments to
E,F.T.A, must be honoured, it was by no means
wholly negative in its survey of iscues
affecting industry:

ggiiffgs in prineciple the F.B.I. was
nov opposed to the common tariff and
1ghfractico would not raise substane

% objections to the level of tariff
likely obtaing
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gggggggﬁé%iga there should be
oppo es for the expansion of
Comnmonwealth production, particue-

larly that of the develop
countries (largely an agricultural
problem)s

npor iustries, of
greatl 1mportanoe to some, the F.B.I.
would accept its disappearance with
reluctasnce if Conmonwenlth nations
decided to seek more liberal treaiment
fron the E.E.Ce}

of Asian expansian. a problem of low-
cost Asian exports existed, Britain
was carrying a disproportiocnate share
ol these imports and a spreading of
the burden was culled for;

Haterial the F.BaIs would
eplore substantial increases in costsj

pretations on nrovisionavana tblu would
ve rise to grent uncertainty and end=-
ess legal difficulties;

D d and b ; P t53 the FBele

wo want pronpt action agalinst thesej

%gg;g;zzﬁ;;gxt the F.B.I. was against
pose arnonization,

The FP.B.I. concluded that cutstanding

issues were not incapable of solutions

(1)

"A Burope-wide multilateral trading systiem
has always been our desire and, we beliove,
that of the great bulk of industry in
Surope. We would greatly welcome an
early end to the prescnt Jivislon.
Nevertheless a large majority of us are

of the opinion that it is right net to
become committed to formal negotiations
with the 8ix until existing differecnces
over the problems outlined above have

been so far narrowed as to offer the
prospect of & satisfactory outcome."(1)

A ——————— . —— ) . - ——— - T e

Dp.cit., p.5, pava.ls
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The F.B.I. was distressed by the anti-
European interpretation put on its document
and it repeatedly emphasized that it was an
aide-memoire for member firms and neither
formal advice to the Government nor an attempt
to influence national or international opinion,
Sir Norman Kipping, Director-General of the
P.B,1I., agreed that the conclusion of the report
could have been turned around to state that
there should be preliminary discussion to narrow
the differences between Britain and the Six before
formal negotiations began.

The Sunday Times, 16th July 1961 noted
that the F.B.I. conclusions (quoted above) may
not have been intended by the Grand Council of
the F.B.I. to be as emphatically negative or as
feebly positive as they appeared., Purther, the
P.B.I. accepied the fact that the conclusions
weré the result of the strength of individual
menmber-firns on the Council - the largest
firms, more strongly pm-European, secemed to be
under-represented by the federation's system of
voting.

Ignoring the faet that Commonwealth trade over
recent years had increased faster with E.E.C.
than with Britain, the Commonwealth Industries
Assoclation fought to maintain the econonic
and political cohesion of the Commonwealth(2).
In July 1961 it distridbuted a leaflet to all H.P.'s
and to the chairman of Conservative constituency
associations. Sir Tufton Beamish, between 1958
1963 Deputy Chairman of the 1922 Committee and, in
1960-~1961 Chairman of the Conservative Foreign
Affairs Committee, dissociated himself from
this pamphlet - he and his fellow-li.P.'s had

————— s E———

(2) The CeI.Aes W served as a
mouthpiece for "Commonwe Conservatives.
( See betow p_l’l‘i.)




not been consulted, and the avsociation spoke
only of the disadvantages of entry(3).
Opposition came also from Sir Berecsford
Craddock, Chairman of the Commenwealth
Industries Association iteelf from the begine
ning of the 'Fifties. Ilie and various
ninisters h:d tried to develop Commonwealth
tradey, with no result - the Commenwealth was
not interested., It was chorte-sighted not to
think of other developments(4).

British industry in 1961 was undoudbtedly
concerned with the deterioration of commercial
relations with Europe. It was not wholly
without fear of L,8.C's centralized institutions
and of a loss of British commercial and fiseal
freedon, Entry to Burope would bring & rise
in food prices, and thus wages, and might
damage British competitiveness, But industry
desired entry, on conditions:

"Asgociations represen the motor,
iron and steel, shipbuil and

chemical industries, and the British
chanbers of commerce, all reported a

rally favourable opinion
mmboncnm qaeetund e

A B T TR T
ective safe 8 e
Commonwealth trade."(5)

(Textiles and shoes anticipated severe setbacks
if Britain entered Burope.) Hardly anyone,
said the Sunday Tines, mentioned B.FeTeldes

(3) Zhe Pines, 22nd July, 1961
(4) Z2he Times, 20th July, 1961
(5) Sunday Times survey, 16th July,1961




4+ In an era when agriculture had to be main-
tained against possible siege, or severe
restriction of imports, it was imperative that a
high level of home-grown food be maintained, In
conditions of possible nuclear warfare, when a new
tine-scale had to be comsidered, support for mare
ginal production had to be questioneds

"These environment changes and the
nganizational‘orilia they induced were
ly apparent two or three years before
the question of Britain's possible entry
into the Common Market first app on
the political agenda = which, course,
further conplicated every issue."(6)

Sir Anthony Hurd, chairman of the Conservative
backbenchers' agricultural committee, declared in
Hay 1961 that our system of subvention was one that
we should not rashly abandon. But the system he
and the farmers defended was already being recon-
pidered by the govermment(7). Three days before
the Conmons debate during which Hurd spoke,
Christopher Soames visited the Conservative agrie-
culture committee and said that the British system
was not settled for all time. Indeed, the White

Pgper, Agriculture: report on talks between the
cult artments and the f ’ ’

June = December,1960(8), had reported: "During the
course of these falks, the Agricultural Departments
have discussed with the Unions in a prelininary way
the possibility of modification in the detailed
nechanism of some of the price guarantee schemes."(9)
(Nothing happened during the Brussels negotiations:
in the Commons on 1llth February 1963, the Prime

(6) Emery, F.E. and Trist,i.,L.t “The Causal
Texture of Organizational Environments®
Human E.lﬂtim. Vol.l8, n0010.1965. po§7

(7) See NoteB3, British and E.E.C. agriculture
systems, p.l!§:

(8) ©Cmnd.l249, December,l1560

(9) _ng_c_!-io 9 para.25



Minister spoke of a change from the open-
ended Exchequer commitment to agriculture.)

The National Parmers' Union, the Federa-
tion of British Industries and the County
Landowners' Association were involved with the
Ministry of Agriculture, the Secretary of State
for Scotland and the leaders of the Marketing
Boards during the preparation for negotiations
with the Six, The National Union of
Agricultural Workers also had a voice: Edwin
Gooch, its President opposed entry as did the
secretary, Harold Collison,

The organization that most consistently
questioned British entry was the N.F.,U. It
had intimate contacts with the Ninistry of
Agriculture, and it operated alse through the
European section of the International
FPederation of Agricultural Producers, and the
Chambers of Commerce, During negotiations it
had contact with the E,E.C., Commission and the
New Zealand Federated Farmers,

The N.F.U., annual report for 1960 (in
British Farmer, 7th January, 1961) mentions the
above contacts and also the visit, in October,
of Dr, Sicco Hansholt, Vice-preasident of the
E.E.C, Commission, who during a lengthy meeting
dealt with the E.E.C.'s proposed common
agricultural policy. The annual report for
1961(10) mentions meetings with M.P.'s of all
parties and a considerable amount of travel
by N.F.,U, officials to meet representatives of
various European farming organizations. A
further visit by Mansholt was recorded:s he had

(10) In British Farmer, 6th January,1962
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addressed a public meeting with president
Harold Woolley in the chair. (The fact that a
prestige advertising camyaign, with the
president's report publicshed like a coupnny
report for the firet time, was inltinted in
this yeur had no connsction wilh Curope,
according to ofriciale at agriculture Housne,)

Given the importunce of agriculiurs, there
was surprisingly 1isttle detailed considerction
of its ;robdleus in public debate before
Hauonmillan'e ansguncensnts An atbitude of mind
provailed which Yexcluded agriculture', with &
reverss preference' hitting the Comnmonwenlth
%00 awful to be considered. The Governuent was
under sone constiraint: relations with the
Parmers' Unlons had deteriorated following a
tough Aznual Review ia Heyroh, 1960, The
White {sper of December,1960 was almost
deforential to the unions,(1l)

" The position of the trade unions between
1556-1961, as ropresented by the T,U.l., could
be churacterized as being partly in favour of
succeusive governmant initictives towvards
Burope, bulbl at the same tine seeming always at
lesst one step behind, The T.U.C. was almost
entirely concerned with don stie sociul and
econoxic wosp cts of entyry to “urope., OFf
particular concern was the maintenance of fulle
enmployment: whereas the unions of the Uix

were willing to rely upou econviic growth and
the frea wovenent of labour to ensure this, the
TU.0. wanted guarantees, For the continentals
free uovenant of labour was iteself a guarantee..
Initially at least, the British trade unions

%&8,?075

M, and

LAY

(11) Zutterwidk

s

Rolfe

Al




6o

held British colleoctive bargaining and
wolfare provieions in particular esteen,

The first inmportant trade union discussion
of entry inte Burope took plaoce at the 1960
Conference of the Confederation of Shipbulliing
and Engineering Unions, Oprosition was held
in check and there was no vote on a negative
motion. ©TElsewhere the Nutional Union of
Agricultural Vorkers and the Trans;ort and
General Vorkers' Unien apoke out azainst “urope «
for Frank Cousins the H.E.0, was a oapitalist,
non=gocialiet force, On 14th July, 1961
reprecentatives of the Labour Tarty and the
TsUsC, mat: neither side hiad a declared policy
and acithor wanted %0 de bound by a decision
until the Government view hal Lecome clearer,

Gn 26th May, 1961 the T.V.C. had received a
telegran from the Hew Zealand Federation of
labour., British eatry %o L.ieCe 4% held:

"ee must not only spell tie end of the
Commonweslth and reduge the Unitel iingdon to
rlnor status, but also expose the British
workers to a future fraught with uncertainty.”
After this appeal the General Council sought
the viewa of othor Commonwealth trade union
gentres,(12)

But General Council spenkers at the 1961
Congress were more positive than the Liobour
spoakers in the Commons. The Genersl Council
suprorted the Governuent's decision to negoti-
ate, while reserving judgnent on the
desirability of nembership until the terma had
been anncunced, This qualified aprroval of
negotiations represented & sisnificant shift
in trade union opinion since 1956, Thie

(12) TeUeCo Congress Rw' 1961. Pe250




arose from a growing appreciation of Britain's
relative economic weakness and inereasingly
positive evaluation of the quality of labour
conditions on the continent, Yet, in 1961,
one could not identify a collective position
among the trade unions. Some influential
leaders favoured entry; the dulk of loecal
activists continued to opprose entry, and renk-
and-file opinion was evenly balanced(l3).

(iv) Public opinio the C ., During
the period 1960-1963 the British public was

nade aware of the complex LDuropean issue by
various groups. Omn 25th July 1960 on the
norning of the Commons debate, a deelaration
appeared in The Times calling on the Govern=
ment to re-examine the objections to joining
Burope, and to initiate negotiations with a view
%o eventual full membership of E.E.C. lembers
of all three political parties sigred, includ~
ing Roy Jenkins, Jo Grimond, and Peter Kirk,

A similer joint declaration was published
exactly a year later.

Group activity oceurred during 1960 but
campaign publicity inereased during 1961, The
Government was encouraged to believe that a
shift in public opinion was oceurring but the
publicists' oversimplifications made its task
more difficult - ministers had to deny that
dramatic moves were imminent and their reserva=
tions created anti-climax,

In 1960 there existed a United Kingdom
Council of the European lovement - the United

(13) Beever, R.C.: "Trade Union Rethinking",
{gugeel comop Narkot Seuties (2)
s P
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Burope Association was an offshoot organized
for work outside London. The Council had
supported the industrial free trade area pro-
posal which Maudling had tried to persuade the
8ix to accept and it had later set up an
BePeTeAe Action Committee, The Council had,
in fact, followed the Covernment - it sailed
with the wind, Very British and pragmatic, it
contrasted strongly with continental branches
of the movement, which were very federal in
sentiment., For many British 'Buropeans® the
Council could not be relied upon aes a spearhead
and there was sone resentment of the autocratio
leadership given by Sir Bdward Beddingtone
Behrens,

Federal Union, founded in 1938 to promote
world government, had an interest in Buropean
unity., It etated 'Britain in Europe' as an
information service, Frank Cousins, no
marketeer, was on its committee for a time as
were Roy Jenkins, Peter Kirk, and several
representatives of commerce and industry.

The Common Market Campaign was launched out
of disappointment with the above organizations,
A FPreparatory Coumittee was established at the
beginning of 1961 after a delay caused by the
failure to find a chairman., The first twe
people aprroached had secured diplomatie
appointuentss the third was Just leaving one =
Lord Gladwyn, as Sir Gladwyn-Jebb, in his fare-
well speech as Ambassador in Paris in
September,1960 had revealed his European
sentiments,

On 25th May, 1961 the Campaign's Statement
on Europe was released at a Waldorf press con=
ference with a hundred-and-fifty names attached,
On 19th June the rreparatory Comnittee recon=-
stituted itself into a Directing Committee with
Gladwyn as Chairman, Roy Jenkins as his Deputy,
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reter Kirk as Secretary and R.J. Jarrett as
Executive Secretary (recently returned from a
year at the Buropean College in Bruges). At
the height of ita activity the Campaign was to
enploy only three secretaries in London and tweo
organizers in the provincs, (Britain in
Surope and the Common Market Campaign worked
together and their personnel overlapped, In
March 1963 they merged,)

* Between the failure of the free trade area
idea and the building of E.P.T.A, sone news=-
papers had flirted with the notion of Jjoining
2urope. By 1960 debate was different in kind
and in degrecs The Pinancial Iines, Junday

Zives, Dadly Telegroph and Dally Mirror backed
negotiations many months before this becane

official policys On 1llth June, 1960 the
Zeoononist made up ite mind for full-scale
participation, Daily Herald editorials fave
oured entry from June 1961l: on Jlst January,
1962 4t attacked the Opposition's wailting game,
its dodging of an historic issue, :

During the I.T.V., broadcaat on
20th February, 1962 voodrow Wyatt recorded that
two members of the Governnent had assured him
that the Daily Hipror campaign for entry had
boenn the "tip-over factor” which had decided
the Government to stop havering about entry and
to start negotiations, If the Dally Mirror
was behind them then, as far as the public was
concerned, they would probably be all right,
Yyatt has confirmed this story and has added
that the two ministers concerned were close to
the Irime Minister.(l)

(1) Letter
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Popular opinion on British entry inte

BeEJ.Ce in September 1961, as revealed by

Gallup (2) and Daily Express (3) polls was
as follows:

Gallup Sxpress
Approval of entry: 52%  39%
Don't know: 30% 35%
Disa 8 187 264

(¢allup asked, "If Govemen§ were to decide..”
while the Dally ZIxpress asked the direct
question "Are you in favour...")

(2)
(3)

Published in Sundey Telegraphs
17th Septenmber,

Published in %_Em.
4th October B
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4.3 Ihe External Environment

(1) Encouragement from Europe? The Common
Market was undpubtedly affected by Britain's
presence on the side~lines, Germany had
inportant interests outside the community - she
had built up impressive trading surpluses in
Commonwealth and E.P.T.A. countries., Her busie
ness and banking cirecles favoured an accommo-
dation with Britain end Dr, Grhard, Gernen
Minister of Economic Affairs and Deputy
Chancellor, was very keen that Adenauer should
seok terms., (At the end of 1960 and the
beginning of 1961 the Nueller-irmack Plan was
receiving attention in Germany., According to
this, the Six and the Seven would remain sep=
arate dbut would largely harmonize tariffs
ageinat third countries. It was a cross between

a free trade area and & customs union.)

In the sumner of 1960 German farmers added
their voice., Action on the community's
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agricultural peolicy - the basie proposals

had been discussed at the July, 1958 itresa
Conference under S5icco Mansholt -« had to be
taken.(?) tuch was at stake, Franch agri-
culture had flourished after a late technologi-
eal revolution: the problem was to dispose of
the surpluses produced by extremely fertile land
The French peasant-farmer would flourish in a
Burope where prices were low enough %0 dise
courage overe-;roduction in Cermany and levies
high enough to discourage iuports from outside
the conmunity. A million German peasants were
threatened by French cereals, / On

14th January, 1962 the E.Z.C.'s first "ugricu=-
lturel mnarathon' ended after seventeen days'
and nearly as many nights' discussion, The
basic features of the Common Agricultural
Folicy were agreed and France had gained a
victorys (The first regulations took effect
fron lst July, 1562), This Pranco-German
battle lay behind subsequent negotiations with
Britains when Britain negotiated on behalf of
the Conmonwealth countries on a ¢uantitative
basls she was wuestioning a principle which had
been established with great difficulty.(@)

- Discussion of political development in the
Belele and ites repercussions on the British
relationship involves, first, some mention of
Prench and German national attitudes, FPrench
poature must be seen in the lizht of the
liquidation of the Algerian problem - Algeria
secured her independence in 1962 « which en=
hanced national freedom just as departure from

1) Butterwick, M. and Rolfe, Huf.:
(1) i . - . p:ggﬂﬁo
(8 Dpixon, riers,i W

P«207, and see No 9 Pe



Indo=-China had enhanced freedom, (Gaullist
nuclear aspirations must be remembered,

(But note: "The major decisions, with regard
to both atomic weapons and disarmament, were
nade before de Gaulle returned to power on
June lst, 1958".(3) Above all one must
remenmber Gaullist flexibility:

"In the name of balance, de Gaulle has
1n the course of less than twenty years
od the foll ' alliancess
(a) the British, order to create
an 1ndepondcnt bloc viesea~vie the
Ruesians and the Americanss; (b) with
the Soviet Union, in order to maintain
Prench suprcns:z Jurope visea=vis
Germany; (c) with all against the revie
val of a unitizd militarized, and olrong
cdf.&ﬂ" ’ with Vest Cermany and
the West Furopean states, in order to
create an independent bdloc - a Third

Porce in Zurope that t lead to
drastic changes in the ance of
powor.'(lp)

On 3ist May, 1960 de Gaulle delivered a
broadcast analysis of the reason for she suzmit
Yailure, He opoke of the possibility of an
imposing federation - a Buropean entente *from
the Atleniio to the Urale.' With no risk %o
the independence of each nation, this would be,
",. une cooperation organisde des états®,
Although they had not been specifically mene
tioned, the British were optimistic, During
the summer of 1960 de Gaulle gave veice to the
idea of 'troika' leadership of N.A.T.0. and
developed the theme of ite reorsanization at
his G6th Ueptember press conference, At this
conference the iresident outlined his ideas
for community institutional development, ideas

(3) Haoridio. qu Ces "The ?r.nch Porece de
{gggP" ‘élﬂIlluﬁiiﬂﬂllluﬂﬂ!llﬂﬂlnilo

K 1‘“ ‘o 'y .
e :ﬂ.tica' 3:‘ ﬁ:.w
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which left in doudt the future of the existing
community institutions, and of inter-

- governmental co-operation through N.A.T.0, and
HeZeUse (The prineipal organisations of co=
operation would be a Council of MNeads of
Government; a Fermanent Secretariat dbased on
Parde; four Speclalised Commissions « politi-
ecal, economic, cultural, and defence; and an
Assembly attended by delegates from national
assemblies -« the whole scheme to be approved
by referenda,) The remaining members of the
community felt hope and fear,

To understand the German posture one may
sinply note that, although sovereligaty nad
been regained in 1955, in the early 'Sixties
she was not yet complaining of being an
feconomic giant treated as a political pyemy'.
The German attitude towards France throughout
1960 wes nervous., The ilmninence of the
Anerican presidential election created a politie
cal vacuum: while de Gaulle saw this as an
opportunity for leadership, Adenauer felt the
need for a closing of runks. Perhaps Amerieoa:
would weaken her commitment to Burope. Ferhape
Russia would develop a Berlin offenaive.
De Gaulle rocked the boat: 4in October 1960 he
declared that H.A.T7.0, members not egquipred
with nuolear weapons were 'integrated satel=
liten',

There were thus external factors adding
to those domestic preesures on Adenauer which
indicated the need for a rapprochement with
Britain, On 10th and 1lth Aunguet, 1960
Adenauer tolked with Macmillan, Having pree
viously encouraged his econcaic advisers to
make a thorough re-examination of the community
relationship with Britain, Adenauer now agreed
to Anglo-German talks which, in fact, lasted



several months. (Sir Roderick Barclay conducted
bilateral talks with the French and the Italians

as well as with the Germans,) There was, as seen
above, some tension between Germany and France over
agricultures when, in December,1960, an account
was given of the Anglo-German talks Adenauer was
i1l and the pro-British Erhard, urging the lueller-
Armagk Plan (above) was rebuffed by the French -
the British were still trying to gain maximum
commercial advantage at minimum political cost.
Nora Beloff believes that British trust in une-
stinting German support was misplaced: although
the conviction that Adenauer had changed his mind
and had joined Erhard in promoting Britain's ade-
mission to the community was certainly one of the
great factors influencing lacmillan's decision to
seek full membership of BE.E.C., Adenauer was in fact
merely giving himself a little domestic leeway -
and this was demonstrated by the signing of the
Franco-German Treaty in early 1963(5).

At the end of 1960 there were numerous minie
sterial meetings in Paris in connection with W,B,U.,
the Council of Burope, E.B.C., and the newlye
convened O.E.C.D.. There was resistance to the
Prench ideas for institutional change. However,
defence of E.E.C., institutions against France made
it diffiecult for any of the Five to press for an
accomnodation with Britain.

(ii) [The American Comnection. Huch of
lfaenillan's first year as prime ninister was spent

in re-establishing relations with the United States
after the Suez rupture. Under Macmillan and
Eisenhower the 'special relationship' subsisted with
the help of the personal understanding of wartime
colleagues,  Arthur M. Schlesinger has recorded that
the fallure of 'Skybolt' offered Kennedy the grand
opportunity ‘o terminate the s pecial relationship

(5) Beloff,N.: The General Says No, 1963,p.101




and foree Britain inte Burope.(l)

At the end of 1959 and the beginning of
1960 the Pillon proposals for reorganization of
UeBeEele wore under discussion.(2) The
Americans were not prepared to go as far as
Britain in {reeing trade and co-ordinating
policies and the limited character of American
comnitaent for re-orgenisation helped to dise
illusion those who had hoped that an Atlantiec
framework would be created soon enough to
obviate the need for a British decision on
Burope. The American initiative for an Atlantic
relationship was to be a supplement, not a sub=
astitute for a Buropean settlement.

As far as the narrower Jurope of the 8ix
was concerned, iennedy supported acceleration

(1) "The iseue was, in its firet appearance,
technical: the decision of the United
States Government to cancel an agreenent
nade by lresident Eisenhower with
Maenmillan at Camp David in 1960 to pro=-
vide Great Britain with Skybolt nissiles,
But the problem very qui becane proe-
found politioal ;.. Its solution...
counpelled the I'resident to choose between
thogse in his own Covernment whose main
interect in tranasfo western
Euro{c. ineluding Eritain to & unified
political and economic -n%ity. and those
whose main interest lay in guarding the
Anglo—Anorican spécial relationship and
integrity of the deterrent.” schleo%ggzgsl

Arthur,¥.s 4 Thousand Days,1965,0p.

(2) Douglas Dillon, American Under-iecre
of State. During the autumn of 1960 the
GeAeTeTe countries were negotiating
‘conpensation' for tariff changes when the
conmon external tariff{ was applied the
Six. The *Dillon Round' of negotiations
was scheduled to begin early in 1961,
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plans (above, p.&C) and failed to support
Britain's desire for a wider, inclusive comm=
unity. lasmillua's concern was shown in a
dramatic nanner. A leak in the Jashincion rfos$
in March, 1960, given much publieity in Furope,
asserted that the Frime NMinister had declared
Britain's historic role to be the crushing of
Napoleonic ambitions to integrate Surope, If
Prance and Germany eontinued on this road
Britain would have no alternative but to lead
another peripheral alliance against them., ¥With
2 widening division in Europe Britain might
withdraw troops from Germany and with further
discerinination against Britain might cccur 2
restriction of dollar inmports,.(3) The ¥Yoreign
Cffice icsued a denial and Meacmillan made a
statenent in the Commons on 1st April, 1960,

The leak attridbuted to Macmillan a fear of
& revived Nazi movement after Adenauer's dep-
arture; certainly the fear of instability in
Purcope after the departure of French and German
leadors was present in both Sritish and
American mindg, "The United Stu@:ggzyntod
atability," says Sir Praask lLee (b=s3ow, 2.%0 )
If Britain jeined Surope the eccentricities of
Paris and Sonn could be offset by lLondon,(4)
If the United States supported the politiecal and
econcmic unity of “urope in preference to a
epecial relationship (which would get in the way
of her relations with Turcope), perhaps Britain

) Somcles SRS dusen
3 Do SampoOn,Ael

211, And compare the *Chalfont
, oF Cotober, 1967

(4) Gohlesinger, Arthur, M.: 9pe0it., p.720
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ought to move away from Churchillian ideas of
the 'three interlocking cirecles', Macmillan
was attached t¢ the Americans: he did not
regret the passage of power to the other side of
the Atlantic « Europe and the U.S.A. were like
the two halves of the late Roman ZBmgire.(5)
American influence led Hacmillan forward:

"The reflection that the shortest, and
perhaps the only, way to a real Atlantic
partnership %hrough Britain's joining
the Common Market seems to have been a
very important - perhaps the controlling -
elenment in Mr, Macmillan's own decision
that the right course for the United
Kingdom was to apply for membership."(6)

The Kennedy inaugural in January, 1961 had
included a mention of possible 'bridging
arrangements' in Zurope and Maemillan's April
visit had revealed American enthusiasm for
British entry to E.E.C, In a televised press
conference on l4th April, Macmillan said that
the Americans would accept resultant discrimina-
tion against themselves:

"I don't want to criticise the last
Administration but we've always had a
feeling that the Americans were rather
anxious that we shouldn't do this Jenter/
on economic grounds, I think the new
Administration would accept the degree of
discrimination that would result on a
wider field, against American goods, if
the Eight and Six got together, because
they would feel that the political advan-
tages are on a more solid base."(7)

(5) Rees-Mogg, The Times, 9th Pebruary, 1964

(6) Camps, M: op.cit., p.336

(7) (B.B.C. Television
J1le Dl X L

* 4

o

quoted Wiesner, Hans J3

“ $50 % »

on, unpul ~ T8,
nberg, 1966, p.157)
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During the winter of 1960~1961 American
officials doubted whether Britain was yet ready
to make the concessions necessary for entry into
EeZelle In March 1961 Under Zecretary of State
George Ball, visiting Zurope on the Iresident's
behalf, had witnessed a gquickening of Eritish
interect, [lo had asked to see Edward Heath and
had expected a gulet chat. Instead he was
ushersd 1nt3klargo conference room where all the
key civil cervants concerned with the shaping of
Britain's Puropean policies were assembled to
hear his views of a British bid, Ball pressed
the political advantages of Britain going into
Burope., !lo had great influence, says
S8ir Prank Jee( 8), and he waes taken very
seriously.

(111) The Commonwealth. 1In 1961, for the first
time in history, the United Kingdom was to

export more to Western Nurope than to the whole
of the Commonwealth, Uncertainty about the
cohesion of the Commonwealth had growth and,
while some saw potential for political and
economic growth, others were anxious to examine
the sseential characteristics of the association,
to know the limite of friendship.

Awareness had grown that the Commonwealth
had ceased to jrovide Drituin with the esoncmie
strength and politiczl influence it once had,
and that the illusion of global power it proe=
vided should be shed., In any step towards
Surope kaomillan chose %o take he would be
helped by o certain Conservative demoralization,
Frotective measures were beins teaken againet
British exports and new Commonwealth members
were not anxious $0 aceept 'guidance’. (Until

( .8) Interview
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1964 suggestions of a joint Commonwealth
Secretariat were resisted on the grounds that
such an organization ".. would inevitably cu$
across the direet personal relations between
ministers and officials in different Commone
wealth countries, which is such a special feate
ure of our association.")(l)

The Hay 1960 rrime Ministers' Conference
discussed Zurope only perfunchrily - Iritish
ninisiers indicated that negotiations with the
Six were ualikely to be resumed for some time,
There was given a promise to safeguard existing
entry arrangenents for Commonwealth goods into
the British market, It was autuun before there
oeccurred any serious discussion of the inplicaw
tion of Britain's entry into a custons union.

‘ Very little wos made public after the
Septomber 1960 meeting of the Jouncil of Comuone
wealth Finance iinisters « preceding, as usualy
IBoBeDe and I.i.Fe conferences - since talks
with the 5ix were, at this stage, purely
axploratory. Britain had not yet taken up its
position and the N.%.C, had not yet settled its
own agricultural gystems, It was assumed, how=
ever, that in the event of Hritish entry inte
Burope preferences between Britain and Ucumone
wealth countries would vanish, The most signif!
cant develeident revealed by the coaference
communiqué was an evident dilution of British

(1) Orou. :.Au %h , IO @

1988 John iruun was to saythat. funde
amontally, the Commonwealth wus not a

decision-naking machine: what distinguishel

the organigetion was 1ts 'intinacy of
exchange'., The Times, 15th Yovember,1368)
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comiitnent as seen in the appearunce of
reference to the safeguarding of 'essential
interests of the Commonwealth' in place of the
earlior commiitnment to maintain 'existing entry
arrangements for food, drink and tobacco'.(2)

In March 1961 in London, Commonwealth
prime ministers concerned themselves alnost
entircly with South Africa, South Africa's
exclusion, imnposed by the new states on the old
dominions, night be used as evidence of the
cohesion of the Commonwealth: Nora Beloff
asserts that, from this time, for many Tories
the Commonweslth remained an object of hope and
charity, but not of faith.(3) Any diversion of
Commonwealth attention from the Huronpean
question was remedied by the Hay 1961 neeting
of Commonweslth economic experts who reviewed
the kinds of arrangement possible if Britain
entered Turope for five main categories of
goods - i.e. basic materials; temperate zone
foodstuffs; +tropical products; manufactures
from developed countries; and, manufactures
from the less developed countries. A% this
tine there wus pressure in the Commons for a
new prime ministers' cenference since, it was
felt, a decision on principle was to be expected
from Britain, The British government resisted:
bi-lateriel discussions were best siunce
Commonwealth interents were so diverse - an
argunent rejected by, among others,

Er, Diefenbaker in the Canadian House of Commons,
Civil servants believed it would be dangerous
to summon all Commonwealth leaders to London,

.

(2)Campsy M3
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Haenillan ecountered domestic and Commone
wealth pressure by announcing, on lat June 1961,
the =indsterial tripe which took place in the
first fortnight of July.(4) Duncan ‘andys
had the most 4ifficultl time with the old
dominione, as expected, The New Zealand
communiqué used the expression 'conparable oute
lets' in respect of the diversion of future New
Zealand exports: like the phrase 'safeguarding
of vital intereste' this repreosented a substitu=
tion of & general formula for an earlier out-
right commitment to preserve exicting entry
arronzencnts, The phrase Ycomparable outleta®
was to figure prominently in subsequent negotia-
tions in Brussels, In Australia Sandye found
talke tougher, The coalition of Conservalives
and Country Farty, i.e. farmers' porty, wes
facing an election, The eventual commumnigud
was a otatenent of the view of Lotk sides rather
than an agreenent, An example of its toughness
was seen in the declaration by Australia that,
"Absence of objection (to the opening of negotiae
tione) chould not imply approwval®, Asustralia
even pressed for representation at the Brussels
negotiating table where her interests would be
discussed, “andys gove no undertaking: this
was a matter for the Six., (¥.4. Yestermann,
Secretary of the Australian Department of Trede,
was in fact heard in Brussels.) In Canada
Sandys found concern about a stagnant econony,

———— . s e e S, AR

(4) D\moan 'Samln Ommenth Relations
vicited Jew 'uhnd Australia and Canada,
Ieter Thorneyero iniater for Aviation
went to India, w2 gt B Ceylon and Malay@e
John Hare, Minieter of Lidour, viefted
Sderra lecone, Ghana, Nigeria and the
ccnu-al .uuea Pederution,
loxd I Hinister of State at the Foreign
o:tzoe.naim the ¥est Indies,

Edward Heath, Lord Irivy Seal, viasited

Cyprus,
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about increased dependence on the United States,
and about a coming elsotien,

A White Peper(5) reproduced the official
comnuniques, Gaitekell was disappointed,
having pressed for details of the varicus taliks,
It was evident that the Commonweslth countries
recoived their visitors feeling uneasiness and
resentnent since they imagined that Britain had
already reached her decision. In truth, Eaoce
millan now felt that the only thing laft to do
wags %o negotiate with the Six, The visits may
have been illeadvised, Commonwealth views
were kmovwrn and the visits merely added to den=
ands for special arran; aments, No zlternative
arran-enenis were put to Sritain. Only New
Z.lland. po.ﬂim' strengthened her position,
Duncan Uandys declares that the visits were
esaential: “We esald we must do vhat we could
foxr tmronlm."(G)

(iv) Zhe Juxeocan Zree Irads Ageocistion. 1959

wao the year of the construction of T.7.T.A.
The Gtockholm Treaty was signed 20th November
and the asascciation came into operation in
July 1360, The founding of E.F.T.is followed
mm on the failure of the UesE.lsCe tnlks on
a free trade avea, Two days after the
Soustelle stutement (Beiew, ;.186) which ended
hopes of o free trade area in industrial goods
the British thomselves declured the negotictions
olosed., At this 0.0.5.C. ministerial meeting
34r Davié fceles, iresideni of the Board of
Trade, having toned-down the Treasury draflt

(6) Interview
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supilied for his use, delivered a speech whigh
contained ¢ hint that if Prance did not co=-
opercte in making trade arran-ements she night
regret it. Couve de llurville, the “rench
Foreign Minister, left before the speech wes
completied « Prance was not in the hadii of
negotiating under dwress.(l)

The morning after this episode members of
OeBeiieCe who G1d not Delong to 1.u.Ce met 2t the
British enbassy - the meeting was a spoantaneous
result ¢f a shared concern over the future of
Buropean trade. On the British side there had
been no prelinminary discussion with the Poreign
0ffice or the Irime Mianister. Prom this small
meeting cmorged L.P.Telee (The brief period of
mitual bocke-turning between the Six and the
Seven produced a pericd of inactivity for 0.5.8.
« there was a drying up of duily contacts at
working lovel which had been the rule since 1948

The United xingdom, unlike the Swiss and
the Smu. had little enthusiassm for B.F.T.4e
as an end in itself., The Conservatives were
iapelled to accept the association purtly out of
fear that some of their new collesgues might
make separate deals with the S5ixe The Labour
Opposition, having urged the Governuent to
co=pperation with the outer ring of states, now
doubted the ability of L.F.T.A. to inprove
relations with the S5ix « this was a period of
talk of "bridging arrangemente'-and was
soeptical about the pure free trade area fom
given to the convention, When E,P,T.A. wWas
debated in the Commons on l4th December,1959
the Opposition abstained in the final vote.

At the end of October, 1960 the second
BeFelTeAs ministerial mting wae held in Berne,

(1) Beloff,N.s Ihg General Says Nio. pe82
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The cutting of tariffs parallel with those
cute mude by the $ix was discussed, The Swiss
and the Swedes were anxious to bulld up the
aseociation and were the most sceptical of the
poasidility of chances of negotiations talting
place with the Six,

At the Ceneva meeting in Pebruary 1961
ministers sgain discussed paralleiisn in tariff
cute as well as the entry of "inland into the
assoclation, On relations between the iHix
and the Bight{2) 4t was generally ifelt that it
was desirable that an agreemeut be concluded
between the two groups, Althouzh British
opinion was by this time moving away from idess
of such agreements and towards Britain's joine
ing Europe, leudling (Board of Trade) was able
to note differences of approach in the way the
twe groups saw integration and to declare that
sonmething less than a merger was needed., The
Swiso and the Swedes wanted to leave it to the
8ix to initiate proposacls for discussicns: the
Danes and the Austrians, both of whom conducted
& large anowunt of trade with the Six were
inerecaingly disturbed Ly exclusion from their
markete, wanted H.F.T.A. t0 make active bridge=
buﬂ.ding efforts,

During the syring of 1961 there was
uneasiness in H.PeTeAs as Britain occupled her=
self with thoughts of eatry to ¥.,8.0C.. While
Denes end Norweglana thought of joining along
with Britain (Demmark announced her decision
the day after Hacuillan's announcement),
Yortugal thought of assceiation but the twiss,
the Austrians and the Swedesz showed feur of
major political initiatives,
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(2) Pinland associated with 2.F,T.A. in 1961



The E.F.T.A, council nmecting held in
London botwesen 27th ané 29th June, 1961 was
held on the eve of the announcement by
Heocilian, As with the Comaonwealth talks, the
British Governrent did not put fellow-mzombers of
the csgcciation in the position where they had
to agree with or vete British plans, It was
prouised that they would be kept informed.
Ee7oTeAe would remain united throughout the
conlng negotiations and actions would be co=
ordinated, There would be no running-down
Of LeleTeAs cobligations until all could benefit
from the establishment of a single “uropean
parket - an econcmic divieion of Turope nust not
OCCuT.

The United Xingdcm had definite obliga=-
tions 40 its fellowemenbers in EeFeToAey
obligations very recently assuaed, #ith this
'London Agreoment', however, she may have gone
oo far. Vag Helele to accept a nmarket of
fourteen?

(v) GCouncil of lurepe end _gotezn Zurovecn
Onlon. The Uouneil was founded in a flush of
‘Buropean' ambition in 1349, the Union in 1954
as & subatitute for the failed defence
community.(1l) Both had sssendlies which became
platiorne for political discussion of some cige
nificance in relation to Britain's Curopean
aspirvations,

On 2let January, 1960 Selwyn Lloyd, Poreign
Secretary adaitied bvefore the Consultative
Assenbdbly of the Council of “urope that it had
been a mistake for Britain not to have taken
part in 2,0,8,0, negotiations, Before the
sane assembly on 27%h Septeuder, 1960 the
(1)""'}”;35,1).,' Surersan Unitv: co-greratio: 3
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Yoz Gevort, containing proposals for a modified
custons union betwesen the Six and the Seven,
wag debated, Heath, Lord Irivy Seal, was
eareful not to endorse the proposals, although
the Mnited Xingdom itself had been udvocuting
this xind of ection, George Brown was more
nloul.tnc.

British entry to Burope was discussed in
June 1960 at Western Buropean Union on the
bapis of the Conte leport. liere, John irofume,
Hinister of State at the Forsipgn Cffice, was
ecircunspect. The suggestion that Britain
might Join 5.,C.85.,C0, and Buraton az a first astep
created suspicion, The merging of the three
Purepean comuunitions « E.2,04y BeleleCey and
Buraton - had been under active discussion for
some time., lionnet declared that Britain
should join the procession, not just a part of
it.

In a Commons debate in July 1960 Selwyn
Lloyd and Eeginald NHewdling, Board of Trade,
stated categorically that the Uix had showm
thenselves to be unready for nesotiations, By
now, howsver, lacuillan was naking active use
of Conservative lembers with access to the
Council and Union asserxblies - his ovm ason
Kaurice, reter Xirk,(2) and Robert Mathew
anong them. The Foreign 0fTice was active tool

"For several weeks in the autumn of 1360
WeleUs Conservative ,F.%s were in jrie
vate collusion with the Foreigsn Office
discussing the text of a bold resclution
flatly recomuending Britain's entry into
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(2) Feter Eirk, whose father had been Bishop
of Cxford, had special links with eminent
suropean protoctanta - including
Valter ilallstein, Dr. ILuns, and Couve dJde
liurville -« through a pr1Va¥o socl ty.




the Common Market. A W.,E.U. '"general
affairs' Committee (of parlianmentarians
only) was then ed and located to
coincide with aa:::ggng of the foreign
ministers of the Six scheduled in Brussels
on 17th November,1960, As soon as the
W.B.U, Coomittee hud been provailed on to
adopt unanimously a British draft, a
telephone call was put thro to the
villa of the Val Duchesse ere the
ministers were sibting, with o request
that the W.E.U. group should be

to come and express their views. By the
tine the discussion had ended it was, and
wae meant to be, very plain to the ﬂix
menber countries that the British
Government was by now very seriously
considering Britain's entry."(3)

On 30th November, 1960 the Assembly of
WeBeAs adopted a recommendation from the
general affairs committee that urged the
accession of the United Kingdom to E.E.C. and
Yeter Kirk supported this by visits to a number
of E.E.C. members' foreign ministries.

Before a V.E.U., ninisterial meeting on
27th February 1961, Heath stated that he wanted
Britain %o be consulted, not merely informed,
on the political discussions of the Six., But
he oifered only the idea of a modified
customs union as a bridge between Britain and
the Six - there would be a common or harmonised
tariff except for goods from the Commonwealth,
rolitical and defence arrangements would be
developed through W.E.U. and the Council of
Burope, not through the E.L.C. in isolation.
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4.4 The Initiative

Following his talks with Kennedy
in April 1961, Maemillan spoke at the
Hassachusetis Institute of Technology on
the unity of the Western Alliance, He indie-
cated his concern at the division of Europes
the consequences of cconomic division were
only just beginning to make themselves
felt in the politiecal field. If the
econonic division persisted, the political
rift would inevitably widen and deepen
and, sooner or later, affect
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military oohersnce and strength, Mocmillan's
Buroreaniam butltreosed Atlanticism: diecussion
in E.3,0, of federal developuent was a spur €0
ecrly British action,

At the start of the debate the econounie
advantages of entry were emphasized., During th
14th Aprll 19560 adjournment debate, Anthony
Barber, iecrotary of State at the Treasury,
reforred ¢ "This Furopean trads prodlem”,
When, in ths summer of 1061, John Bigge~havidam
ralsed the sovereignty issve both Hacaillan and
Heath couniered by presenting E.%.,0. as an
econonle commmnity. 2dward du Cann - from
July 1962 %o be rarliesmentary Jecretary to
the Treasury - in his Taunton speech of
27th Nay, 1961 demanded to know if we should,
"eo surrender to any extent the right to decide
our destiny curselves - delegating it ingtead
to other nations less jpolitiecally atablet”

Lord Altrinchan, himaself a proe-iarket man,
declared that the nation ought to be informed
of the joliticul consequences of entry,

The emergence of divisicns and alignuents
dn the partios was evident during the tlwelve
months before the July 19061 debate, There was
concern over the Brussels bureaucracy, possible
danage to the American comnection, and to our
role as nediastor between Yast and ¥est. Lord
Hinchingbrooke made the sharpest attackes on
the Governuent: we could not eater “urcpe
without a nandate from a general election =
there had dbeen no word om Surope in the last
manifeoto. There were other canmpaigners
against “urope - John Biggs-Davidson, Robin
Turton, Feter alker, Sir Derek Valker-Smith,
and Faul willians,

Before July 1961, however, iacmillan was
subjected to neither campaigns denmcastrating
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By mid=1961 Hazcmillan and a few other
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the upper reaches of Lhe civil service
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Liberal call for entry, said that the
Gover:ment were wise to reject such foolish
advice. Thus was Central 0ffice caught
out (2), At the end of the same month
Macmillan revealed the second decision =

to try to edge into Burope while edging

out of Africa.

+ Macmillan announced his intention to
initiate negotiations with E,E.C. on
31st July, 19613

"The future relations between the
European Economic Community, the
United Kingdom, the Commonwealth
and the rest of EBurope are clearly
matters of capital importance in the
life of our country and, indeed, of
all the countries of the free world.,

"This is a political as well as an
economic issue. Although the Treaty
of Rome is concerned with economic
matters it has an important pelitical

(2) As with economic planning, see p. 43



objective, namely, to promote unity
and stability in Europe which is so
essential a factor in the atrggg:o
for freedom and progress thro ut
the world. In this nodern world
the tendency towards larger groups
of nations act together in the
common intereat leads to greater
unity and thus adds to our strength
in the struggle for freedomn.

"1 believe that it is both our duty
and our interest to contribute towards
that strength by securing the closest
possible unity within Zurope. At the
game time, if a closer relationship
between the United Kingdom and the
countries of the European Economic
Community were to disrupt the long=-
standing and historic ties between the
United Kingdom and the other nations
of the Commonwealth the loss would be
greater than the gaia. The Common-
wealth is a great source of stability
and strength both to Western Zurope
and to the world as a whole, and 1

am sure that its value is fully appre=-
ciated by the member Governments of
the Duropean Economic Coumunity. I
do not think that Britain's contribu-
tion to the Commonwealth will be
reduced if Burope unites. Cn the con-
trary, I think that its value will be
enhanced.

"On the economic side, a connunity
compris y &8 members oy in asso-
clation, the couniries of free Europe,
could have a very rapldly expand
economy supplying, as eventually 1
would, a s e market of ajpproaching
300 million people. This rapidly
expanding economy could, in turn, lead
t0 an increased demand for products
fron other parts of the world and so
help to expand world trade and iujprove
the prospects of the less developed
areas of the world.

"Ho British Government could Jjoin the
European Lconomic Community without
prior negotiation with a view to
meet ¢ needs of the Commonwealth
countries, of our Zuropean Free Trade
Association partners, and of British
agriculture consistently with the broad
principles and purpose which have ine
spired the concept of Eurogg:n unity
and which are embodied in Rome
Treaty.

&7



k'

"As the House Imows, Ministers have
recently visited Commonwealth coun=
tries to discuss the problems which
woulld arise if the British Government
decided to negotiate for membership
of the EBuropean Zeononmic Community.

e have explained to Commonwealth
Governments the broed political and
economic considerations which we have
to take into account, They, for their
part, told us their views and, in sone
cases, their anxieties about %heir
osncn%inl interests. We have assured
Commonwealth Governments that we shall
keep in close consultation with thenm
throughout any negotiaticns which
night take place,

*Seocondly, there is the European Free
Trade Association, Ve have treaty
and other obligations to our partners
in this Association and right hon.
Priends have Just returned from a
ueeting of the Buropean Free Trade
Association Ninisterial Councll, in
Geneva, whers all were agreed that
they should work closely together
throughout ::Z#nogotiations. Finally,
we are dete ed to continue to pro-
tect the standard of living of our
agricultural community.

"During the past nine months, we have
had useful and frank diacusaiona with
the Eurcpean Economic Community Govern=-
ments., Ve have now reached the stage
where we cannot make further progress
without entering inte formal negotia-
tions. I believe that the great
majority in the House and in the country
W, feel that they cannot fairly Judge
whether it is possible for the United
Kingdom to Jjoin the Zuropean Lconouic
Community until there is a clearer
plicture ore them of the conditions

on which we could join and the extent to
which these could meet our special needs.

"Article 237 of the Treaty of Rome en-
visages that the conditions of admission
of a new member and the changes in the
Treaty necessitated thereby should be
the subject of an agreement, Negotia-
tions must, therefore, be held in order
to establish the oonditions on which we
might join, 1In order to enter into
theswe negotiations it 1s necessary,
under the Treaty, to make formal
application to Join the Conmunity,
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glthough the ultimate decision whether
to join or not must depend on the result
of the negotiations,

"Therefore, after 1 and earnest con=
sideration, Her Majesty's Governuent
have come io the conclusion that it
would be t for Britain to make a
formal application under Article 237 of
the Treaty for negotiations with a view
to Jjoining the Community if eatisfactory
arrangenents can be made to meet the
special needs of the United Kingdom, of
the Commonwealth and of the Zurcpean
Free Trade Association,

"if, as I earnestly hope, our offer %o
enter into negotiations with the Buro
Beonouic Community is accepted we

apare no efforts reach a satisfactoxy
agreenent., These negotiations must
inevitably be of a detailed and techni-
cal charucter, cove a very large
number of the moat deliecate and difficult
matters. They may, therefore, de pro=-
tracted and there can, of course, be 1o
guarantee ol success, Vhen any negotia-
tions are brought to 2o conclusion then 4t
will be the duty of the Government ‘o
recounend to the House what course we
should pursue.

"No agreement will be entered into until
it has been apyroved by the House alter
full consultations with other Comwonwealth
countries by whatever procedure they umay

generally m«."(—lg)

In debate Macnillan expressed the problem
of entry in essentially political terms but
spoke againet federalism and denied that
delegation of sovereignty would be excessive.
He said that he did not feel that Britain would
be obliged to preserve the Ottawa Agreements
and that, at home, the methods of ensuring the
eontinued health of agriculture would have to be
changed whether Britain were in Europe or not.{H)
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While Maudling was unable to hide his pref-
grence for arrangements other ti.an with
Burope - "There is the whole of the rest of
the world for us to make 2 living in if we
want to do so and have to do s0" - Heath was
notably full of understanding and sympathy for
the Zuropean standpoint. He explained why
association with Burope, under Article 238 of
the Rome Treaty, was not preferable to entry
under Article 237: application to associate
would indicate a desire to maximise benefits
and uininise ouligations and would not earn us
the right to participate fully in decision-maling

Galtskell declared that the Opposition could
not possidly come to z decision before con-
ditions of entry were known - there would be no
vote azainst the Government. Wilsonsaid that
Labour would 'utterly reserve its jositiont,

The Labour leaders betrayed a considerable

fear of Duropean federalism - of the Commission
with 4to ‘'peculiar independent status', of the
systen of gualified majority voting - and the
Labour amendment (below) to the government
motion was gspecific in demanding general
acceptability of negotiated conditions to a
Conmonwealth prime ministers' conference,

There zshould be a commitment to the Commonwealth
akin to the pledge given to E.F.T,A.(abevt,p 801
(belorr—3+—+—J). Labour regretted that the
Government would be megotiating from a position
of econonic weakness,

(During the summer of 1961 the Labour
party had awakened to the Buropean issue and
there was concern over possible party-splits.
The Canpaign for Democratic Socialiom - whose
1960 manifesto had stated that its members were,
"gonvinced Zuropeans, certain that Britain's
destinios were iunextricably bound up with those
of a resurgent and united Europe" - stresczed the

need for party unity.)



The Government's motion of 2nd August,1961
read. s

“That this House suprorte the decision of
Her Majesty's Government to make formal
application wnder Article 237 of the ;
Treaty of Rome in order to initiate nego-
tiations to see if satisfactory arrange=
aents oan be made to meet the special _
interests of the United Kingdom, of the -
Commonwealth and of the Buropean Free
Trade Association; and further accepta
the under Her Majesty's
Government that no agreement affecting -
these special interests or involving
British soversignty will be entaered into
wtil it has been apzroved by this liouse
after full consultatlion with other Common= .
wealth countries, by whatever procedure.
they nay gonsraliy agroe."(%f)

The Opposition put down the following
aemendments

"To strike everything after House and
substitute 'notes the decislion of ler
Majesty's Government to make formal
apprlication under Artiele 237 of the

Treaty of Rome in order to initlate
negotiations to sce if satisfacto
arrangements can be made to meet the
special intere ts of the United Kingdom,
of the Commonwealth and of the EsF.T.ds}
regrets that Her Rajesty's Governmert

will be conduct hese negotiations

from a position of grave weaknessy and
declares that Great Britain should enter
the European Sconomic Community only 4L
this House gives ite approval and if the
conditions negotiated are generally
accepiable to a Commonwealth Frime g
Ministers' Conference and asscord with our
obligations and pledges to other menbers of
the Luropean Free Trade Assoclation."(ZF)

The auendment was defeated in both Houses, |
In the Conumons the majority of Labour meubers
and twenty-five Conservatives abatalned when
the Government's motion was puts Four Labour
menbers and one Conservative voted against the
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(26) 645 m.c, Debates, Col, 1480
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Governnent - the Conservative, Anthony rell,
declared that Nacmillan was & "national
disaster", Roy Jenkins, who had resigned

from the Opposition front bench in order to have
greater freedom of expression, lent supprort to
the Trime Minister and Jo Grimond greeted
Nacmillan's statement unreservedly.

Sir Derek Valker-Smith was notable among the
anti-narketeers and made an elegant speech

of opposition.

The Covernment's motion was approved
without a vote in the Lords. Lord Chandos
(Oliver Lyttleton), opposed as he was to the
*tranquillisers' of such Europeans as Loxrd
Gladwyn and aware of the stark cost of entry,
declared nevertheless that Britain would de
stronger, richer, and happier for joining
Burope., (Cf. the Lords debate twelve months
before: Lord Strang rehearsed the obstacles
to entry but thought that there might bve no
alternative but to try.)

Generally, in both Houses, there were few
strong speeches, The prevailing feeling
appeared to be that the Government's initiative
was correct given the lack of policy optiona,
In debate the Commonwealth was a first concern,
then sovereignty, vith agriculture a poor third.
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5 . Zhe Jlegetiations

./ Zhe Cabipet. In July 1960 Macmillan made
Cabinet changes involving what might be termed
‘positive' and "neutralising' appointments,
The Zarl of Home becane Poreign Secretary., At
this tine Home was more candid and a little
bolder than lMaemillan on entry to Zurope but,
through the coming negotiations, he wus loyal
rather than enthusiastic., IMacnmillan countered
Gaitskell's criticism of the secoretaryship
being based in the Lords by declaring that the
tine a Poreign Secretary could ‘evote to rarliae
pent was, in any case, limited, (At one stage,
Hacumillan was to take major Common Iarket
questions in the Comnons,)

At this time Edward Heath, previously
Government Chief Vhip and thereafter ‘inister
of labour, was named Lord irivy Seal and given
special responsibility for European affairss

"It 4o an ancient office with few
apecific duties of 4ita owmm, The
ivime Minister can therefore give
to the Lord irivy Seal responsie-
bility for any prodlem of special
inyo ¢e By my appointuent,
fire Hacmillan has shown in the
most positive and‘graottoal way
that in his view the ticulay
need today is for a ster %o
deal with “uropean questions.."(1)

Teath'e base was, poosidly, of more significance
than his titular aprointments

"ile was to be, as well, a Foreign
Office Hinister and Poreign
0ffice sjokesnan in the flouse of
Comuons, The concentration of
resoneibility for Duropean

(1) Hfeath before Council of Burope Assembly,
27th September, 1960




questions pouuoal as well

as aomlo the hands of one
ainister m u rtant, lore-
over, the fact t Mr. Heath was
to bo in the Poreign O0ffice (rather
than functioning in a kind linbo
outside the established departments
as lir, Naudling had done dur the
free trade area negotiations) was
evidence that Britain's relation-
ship with the Six had now becoue &
key foreign policy queastion and was

no longer locked at primarily as a
commercial problem.” f

(Reginald Maudling has comumenteds "It is true
that lNr, Heath was a Foreign Office !inister
and I was non-Gepartmental, combining with my
work on the Pree Trade Area, the jobs of
Parliamentary spokesnan for the Kinistry of
Puel and Fower, assisting the Chuncellor of
“xchequer and deputising for Nr, Macaillan in
the field of Atomic Energy. 'Vhile there was
this difference, I am not sure it handicapped
me in any particular way."(3)

At the time of his appointment Heath may
not Lave seen with full clarity the revolution
in the irime Xinister's policy-naking that was
occurring. IHe has stated that he had not made
up his uind about eatry to EZ.5.C. until after he
was in office and had had time to examine the
dossier then being prepared by an inter-
departnentzl committee under Sir Prank Lee
(“1“. Pe00) o

Duncan Sandys, one of the most Zuropean=
ninded of Conservatives, secured Commonwealth
Helations and Christopher Hoames the NMinistry of
Agriculture. These were key departments: the

(2) ¢ o Wm
%: Pe

(3) Letter, lith April, 1960



attitudes of the Hinilsters would de crucial
when the time came for a final decision on
entry. However, while lacmillan made his dis-
positions with the intention of gaining a
certain synpathy for a move towards Burope, he
hinself was not a 'Suropean' (below ppe. 13-15¥0)
and his new Cabinet was by no means so- apart
from Sandys, the Cabinet held no convinced
Suropeans,

Hacmillan put ReA.B. Butler in charge of
the Cabinet's Commop Narket Negotiating
Sopnittee. This, if anything, could de
labelled as an astute strategic move, This
act of diplomacy at home may possibly have
slowed down progress in Brussels dut, domestic-
ally, it made sense, Butler, the lember for a
s0lidly agricultural constituency during thirty-
five years, was partiocularly sensitive to
electoral opinion, The Butler Committee of
ten or a doszen Ninisters back-stopped the nego=
tiations and, occupying the chair, Butler's
lack of enthusiasm for Turope was to a degree
neutralised,

Sir Prank Lee points to the appointuent as
& charecteristically dexterous move on the part
of the irime Hinister. If brought to realize
that the najority of his colleagues were in
favour of a Suropean entry, Butler might nove
the same ways 4if he mccepted the chair of the
Cabinet Coumittee he would be conscientious,
"llis accepilance was a relief,"

Sir Sric Rell declares that Butler was won
round primarily by an early 1560 E.B.Ce report
on agriculture and then by a more detailed list
of projosale which apyeared in the apring of
1961, Both Maecmillan and Butler were
influenced by these publications, believing
that Dritish farmers could operate perfectly



well within the framework promised, Butler
continued to "exhibit publiec scepticism® as
before - witness his 29th Cctober, 1960
Reading speech dovoted to poesidble high food
prices,

NHacmillan never persuaded Lord Hellsham,
Lord Fresident and Kinioter for Soience and the
party's philosopher, to speak publicly for the
furopean connection. Several attempts were
nade to harness Hailsham®s oratorical tulentes
without success bdut he was perousded against
publicly announecing his opposition « his chief
concern was a loss of national sovereignty -
and thus aasking himself aveilable as o leader
of his dissidents, From the 1962 'Buropean’
Conservative Conference he excused hinself -
his wife was expecting a baby,

Reginald Maudling offered the sharpest
eriticiam in pudblic debate, altiough his attie
tude towards Burope never hardened into nilitant
opposition.(4) e accepted the idea of & move
from the Board of Trade, in October, 1961, to
the Colonial Office where his preference for
‘bridge-building' and his scepticisn of the
econonmic capacity of the 9ix would not be of
such inport.

Two further appointnents aneed mention, In
July 1962 leter Snithers was made iarliamentary
Under=Jecretary at the Foreign Office - a
'Zuropean' appointment providing additional help
for Heath, lore interesting, ¥Villiam Deedes
was made Hinister without rerifolio in charge of
government informatlion services, Based in the
Lord Privy Seal's 0ffice, he actually exercised
multiple functions, Oceousionally he sat on the

(4) See above, ;.90 and delow, p.HE



Cabinet occamittes, He e¢stadlished o snall -
"relatively uninportant® - parliamentary commie
ttee with halfeawdozen colleagues, its aim to
tap purty thinking, Fis chief task, as a
rrefescsional journalist, was the publie
information camnpaign, ¥ith the help of 2 small
tean recruited from the Poreign Office, the
Treasury, and other departmenty he devised a
good deal of "objective literature® which
achioved considerable circulation, (This
machinery, based in the Treasury Information
Division, was used after January 1963 for other
purzoses - for exanple, in connection with
industrial training.)(5)

There appears to have been no historie
Cabinet meoting at which the decision to open
negotiations with N.B.0., was solemnly and for=
nally takens ministers discovered the Irime
fidnister's intentions graduslly, at different
tines, Haomillan's preparation of opinion in
the Cabinet, the 1922 Committee, and in the
party generally was executed with skill, With
the announcement of the decision to embark
upon negosiations(6) ne resignations occurred -
the tine of the announcement, as the House rose
for the summer rocess, gave ne encocuragement

to conspiracy.

(%) Pollowing a complaint related to the need
for more information on “urope from the
Hational Couneil of “omen, nnirumm
torty orsmiuuou and two lion women

was cstabusho&

to WO asury Conmittee,
flere queations nhtuc to Britain and
the ".5e0s were discussed. The comuittee
was vetained by the Labour Governaents
Cammission 1t funo\TOREY ISR

it func er the Vinister

ond Soclal Security.

(6) The declsion was to negotiate not, at this
stage, to join Surope. (See cbove, ped¢g-)



. ((:1

As far as the cohesion of the Cabinet
during negotiations is to be considered, the
najor government reconstruction of July 1962
must be mentioned. The occasion of the
reconstruction arose from the stagnation of
domestic policies and public impatience with
official complacency. By his reshuffle,
Macmillan acknowledged the feebleness of Selwym
Lloyd at the Treasury and an accumulation of
*dead wood' in the Cabinet. The machinery of
econonic management was, with the National
Incomes Commission and National Economic Devel-
opment Council, to be refashioned: young
cabinet members were needed to fight an election,
and, in the case of defeat, to fight in
opposition.

The government reshuffle, it is held, was
forced upon the Frime Minister. Hartin Redmayne,
The Chief Whip, was most active in demanding
government changes: Macleod and Butler were also
involved - Macmillan is said to have feared a
plot when a leak about 'impending changes'
appeared in the Daily Mail (7). (Butler emhanced
his position by becoming *'First Secretary of
State',)

Macmillan's action in rebuilding his cabinet
has been held to indicate a loss of nerve and a
cynical concern for the retention of personal
power - the party was left bewildered and the
spell of loyalty broken (Anthony Sampson)., The
successful Conservative Conference of 1962
(below, p./© ) contradicts this view. VWhat does
seen to be true is that, during the latter half
of 1962, the Frime Minister was less physically

(7) Por discussion of tha role of the press in
this matter see: ur-Ure, 0.1 W.
FYolitics and the ﬂ ie, 1958, PP.2
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strong, less able to listen, and was showing his
age(8). The Cabinet enjoyed a certain accretion
of Buropean strength: Duncan Sandys took on
responsibility for the Colonial 0ffice as well

as Commonwealth Relations and the ¥William Deedes
and Peter Smithers appointments (above) were
made.

As far as the final decision on entry is
concerned, Duncan Sandys has affirmed that, given
reasonable conditions, Macmillan would have had
unguestioning support from the Cabinet - "One
could not negotiate for eighteen months and then
have resignations because negotiations had
succeeded”, Sir Michael Fraser, Director of the
Conservative Research Department and Secretary
of the Committee on Feolicy during our perioed,
who attended many meetings along with ministers,
could "distinguish no great differences of opinien
between ministers®., Reginald Maudling writes:
"I have no doubt whatever that if the Prench had
been prepared to reach agreement with us, the
Cabinet would have enthusiastically endorsed such
an agreement."

Clearly the above begs a question - what
conditions were 'reasonable'? It costs nothing
to express ex post facto confidence in cabinet
coheaion but undoubtedly, in the persons of
Butler, Hailsham and Maudling, there existed much
reserve opposition to entry.

(8) "Supermac's" image became tarnished. In
November 1962 the corrosive 7.¥.3 broadcasts
be In January 1963 the poll of
voting intention revealed the following
percentages: Conservatives 2843 Labour 403

Liberal « (Butler,D, and Freeman, J.t
British Political Pacts, 3rd ed.1969, p.162)
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S.a
¢i%) Hhitehall and the Brussels Team. As far
as Whitehall is concerned one can distinguish

two major phases of activity - the preparation
of departmental reviews and the submission of
an interdepartmental report to the Cabinet;

and, later, the support of the Brussels negotia-
ting team after work had begun in earnest,

Early in 1960 an interdepartmental commi-
ttee of senior civil servants was established,
with Sir Prank Lee in the chair - on
lst January he had moved from the Board of
Trade to the Treasury as Joint Fermanent
Secretary. The committee's aim was to examine
courses of action open to the Government,
including that of a possible attempt to find a
full accommodation with the Six, Short- and
long=term implications of various courses of
action were considered in the light of probably
developments in Europe, in the Commonwealth,
and in relations with the United States. The
departmental reviews were completed in late
Hay and early June, 1960,

The committee concluded that Britain should
seek entry to Zurope. Britain's long=-term
interests lay in giving a higher priority than
previously to its European relationship and the
Joining of E.E.C. night be the only way of
achieving the desirable relationship - joining,
as against associating, might be the only
available option. The reascns for the commi-
ttee's conclusions were primarily, although not
exclusively, political - the political case for
entry was deemed to be stronger than the
economic case, Joining Burope was technically
feasible providing certain modifications in the
Community's arrangements could be negotiated.

The Common Market Negotiating Committee
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(0fficial)(1l) survived after the July 1961
announcement to advise Ministers on the instruec-
tions to be sent from time to time to the
delegation in Brussels. (A lower loevel inter-
departmental committee worked at great pressure
on detail.,) The Brussels negotiators were to
return to London constantly but two teams
existed, although the Brussels team never grew
to be so large that it represented a rival
systen to London.(2)

Sir Frank lLee has said that he does not
think of the period 1960-1963 in terms of
stages of work, After the submizsion of the
interdepartmental report in the summer of 1960
the files were put away for a while but, once
negotiations had started in Bruesele the London
end was busy at all times, with major periods
of activity when Bdward Heath returned to make
a speech or to prepare a new phase of talk.
The European Organiszations Department of the
Poreign Office acted as the principal briefing
division and the negotiators found no mechani-
cal deficiencies in the backing they received.

4 By the time that the Brussels negotiations
began the British Anbassador to the E,E.C, had
moved from Luxembourg, leaving a Counsellor to
represent Britain at Buratom and the Coal and
Steel Community, and, with a omall staff of
half-a=dczen people he now maintained an existe
ence in Brussels separate from that of the

(1) Sir Prank Lee headed the Whitehall inter=
departmental committee (see above, %: .50)
from the Treasury. Oir Denis Rickett, a
Second Secretary, was a second Treas
representative on the comnittee while
Fore 0ffice was represeanted by sSir
Roderick Barelay and Sir ESvelyn %hunkburuh,
both Deputy Under-Secretaries.

(2) Sir Herbert Andrew, interview
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The Negotiating team of 'Flying Knights'
was formed in September 1961

Official Head:

Deputy Head:

Poreign 0ffice:
Treasury:

Commonwealth
Relations Office:

Colonial Office:
Board of Trade:

Agricul ture:

Sir Pierson Dixon
Ambassador in Iaris

Sir Eric Roll,*

Deputy Secre
ta}.z:,ﬁ Hin.
c ure

Sir Roderick Barclay
Deputy Under-Secretary

Raymond Bell
Under SQorot;ry

Sir Henry Lintott
Deputy Uhdor-ﬁocr;tary

then, from mid-1962

Godfrey Shannon,
Assistant Under-Secretary

Sir William Gorell-Barmes,*
Deputy Under-secretary

Herbart Andrew*
Second Secretary

Arthur Fropper
Assistant andoi-cccrotaty

Detached duty
then, 1962

Prederick Bishop,
Deputy Secretary.

* Interviewed
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During the initial phase of talks this
group worked between London, Faris and Brussels
and it was January 1962 before it finally settled
in the Belgian capital. This teanm, too, retained
an existence separate from the British Embassy,
but after a period spent in the Metropole Hotel,
occupied a suite of offices in a building alsc
used by the Ambassador to E.E.C. This latter
attended subsequent meetings with the Six, and
the two British groups co-operated closely,
taking into account the difference of their
functions -~ the ane group being concerned with
terms of entry to Community, the other with
questions relating to E.B.C. as a going concern,

The remarkably small team of 'Flying Knights!
was headed on the official side, by Sir Fierson
Dixon, British Ambassador to Paris. Sir Erie
Roll, still on the Ministry of Agriculture books
after a period away with the International Sugar
Corporation, was deputy. Sir Roderick Bareclay,
appearing in the Poreign 0ffice list for 1962 as
fAdviser on European Trade Questions', was the
nunber three permanent officisl at Brussels: he,
with the rank of Ambassador-at-large, had cone
ducted the bilateral talks with the French, the
Germans and the Italians,

The staff supporting the negotiating teanm
was quite compact, A Head of Chancery, Henry
Hainsworth, with rank of Counsellor, was responsie
ble for administration. Two Pirst Secretaries,
John Robinson and Christopher Audland, together
having considerable experience of European
questions, made most of the official contacts and



did much of the drafting of agreements during
negotiations, Separate sources have volunteere
the information that these two men were much
overworked, performing as they did nuch nore
than was commensurate with their rank or statiom
A Third Secretary, Rosenary Morre from the Board
of Trade, was added subsequeinitly during the
negotiations.

Donald NMaitland handled Foreign Office
press relations in Whitehall., Unlike Naitland,
Clifford Jupp, & Pirst Secraztary in the Foreign
Office, in Brussels as Fress Officer, devoted
the whole of his time to the =,E.C. negotiations,
He attended all meetings with the Six, saw all
briefs, and had knowledge of all decisions, vere
bal as well as written, agreed by the negotia-
ting parties, The British made a special effori
with the distribution of information, and Jupp's
conduct of relations with the Press has been
praised, His dailly routine was to meet British
correspondents as soon as possible after offiecial
meetings and, on free days, to fly back to
London to talk to diplomatic correspondents =
Ythe Circus' - at the Foreign 0ffice.

The principal nezotiators travelled back te
London during our period and sat with their
Whitehall colleagues, under the chairmanship
still of Sir Frank lLee, In Brussels there was
1ittle attendance by home departmental staffs
although some help was drawn from London from
time to time. Since the negotiators were in
contact with Whitehall so often and since the
length of negotiations was not foreseen, the
tean were not detached from home duty and,
originally, no replacements were made in the
departnents,

In the home departments there occurred no
specific or relevant change of structure to



accommodate the Brussels negotiations.
Departments made different arrangements because
departmental work varied in depth and intensity;
but in my search for details of operations no
inportant departmental reorganization or investe
ment of staff revealed themselves. The
Ministry of Agriculture came nearest to having

a special force working full-time on the question
of eatry. At the Poreign Office there occurred
little change and few new appointments were made.
At the Board of Trade no extra staff were
aprointed and no change in departmental organi-
zation made.



Negotiations between Britain and the Six
took place on the seventh floor of the Belgian
Foreign Hinistry, and the final ministerial
neeting of 29th January, 1963 was the seventeenth
of the series., In the two months between
Hacmillan's announcement in the Commons and the
first ministerial meeting in Fraris in
October 1961, British officials worked out the
details of the arrangements they would seek to
negotiate.

In the summer of 1961 the British Govern=-
ment had the following timetable in mind:s the
Prime Minister would make his statement before
the House rose; serious negotiations would take
place during the autumn and winter and would con-
clude in the spring of 1962; ratification of
Britain's entry would occur during the autumn,
with formal entry on the lst January 1963% (1).
Herbert Andrew, of the Board of Trade, comments
that these dates, at least during the preparatory
stages, may have been plausible. Gorell Barnes,
Colonial 0ffice, finds them optimistic. (But
see above, p. on the non-replacement of staff
in home departments.) Certainly Heath, during
his first statement on 10th October 1961
indicated that the British Government thought
that no formal amendments to the text of the
Treaty of Rome would be necessary - simply cer-
tain adaptations consequent on the admission of
& new member,

At the ministerial discussions of November
1961 it became clear that negotiations could not

(1) Canmps, M.t op.cit., p.341



ton

get under way until early 1962, There were
several reasons for this., The first claim on
E.E.C, Ministers' time was the Common Agricule-
tural Tolicy and the move to the second market
transition stage in January 1962, Second, the
Six needed to address the United Kingdom from

an agreed position. Third, the Six had to renew
their own convention on association (above,pp.5-92).

In fact, the six month period to April 1962
was one of exploration which included extensive
surveys, and classification of trade into mana-
geable components for negotiation. No real
negotiations took place.

The sccond stage of negotiations between
April, and August 1962 represented something of
a breakthrough. After the slow start to the
year, (even though, compared with earlier Free
Trade Area talks, negotiations were given over-
riding priority) attempts were made to speed
proceedings, After the activity of May and
June the British Government hoped to keep to a
timetable that was only six months behind the
firet., Tegotiations might finish by the end
of 1962, with ratification in the spring of 1963
and entry on the lst July 1963. 1In June and
July there were several long ninisterial sessions
and, by August, the period of allenight sittings
began.

A breakthrough may have occurred but six
weeks saved in the summer of 1962 might have
nade the difference between success and failure,
Ke Bernard Clappier, one of the Prench negotiate
ing team, believed that if the concessions made
near to the August 1962 break had come a few
weeks earlier then success would have bdbeen
achieved. FPerhaps the key error lay here. In
June 1962 it was reported that de Gaulle was



mresigned to British entry" (see below, p.”' )i
by autumn the odde were lengthening,

"I am cautious," says Herbert Andfew, "but I
would have gone more quickly." Duncan Sandys
now expresses the opinion that, during autumn
1962, the negotiations had lost momentum from
being bogged down in detail and should have been
lifted to prime ministerial level - this might
have saved the day.

The third stage of negotiations, the
tagricultural merathom', moved very slowly and,
of course, ended in failure. Heath met the Six
in several extended sessions and, in the latter
days, officials were conferring uninterruptedly.

- After the breakdown rierson Dixon recon-
sidered the idea of an acceptance of the Treaty,
in July 1962, when a less confident de Gaulle
might not have refused us. Sir Prank Lee
remenbers that Jean lionnet advised us to join
E.E.C. first and to negotiate afterwards. But
we could not have worked with British and
Commonwealth farmers on any basis other than the
one we in fact adopted. (But note: having
complained during the negotiations of 'Yneo-
colonialism', six months after the breakdown
Nigeria and Bast Africa were demanding associa-
tion with E.E.C.)

Both sides hesitated to be the first to
offer compromisess

"The 8ix felt, not unreasonably, that
it was up to %he British - as

applicant for admission - to put forward
specific proposals. Moreover, it was
easier (although still difficult) for the
Six to respond with a common voice to
proposals made by the British than it
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was for the Six to reach agreement
an themselves on compromises to
put forward."(2)

The British difficulty was that 1t was easier,
in particular, to persusde the Commonwealth of
the acceptablility of an offer put to her by the
S§ix than ore which she “sreelf had formulated.

Britain had to demonstrate intellectual and
enotional commitment to EBurope at the same time
as she bargained for terms. No tactical
approach to the Brussels negotiations could be
simple. VWhatever tactic she employed could
be counterproductive - tow much enthusiasm for
Burope, stiff terms of entry; too little
enthusiasn, no terms at all. Resentment could
easily be created in either Commounwealth or
Community. At the firet meeting, Britain
refused to submit an initial comprehensive
statement and reserved her position (3) (4).

(2) cCamps,M.t op.cit., p.389

(3) "The discovery of vechement wishes gener-
ally frustrates their attainment; and your
adversary has g:ined a great advantage
over you when he finds you impatient to
conclude a treaty., There is in reserve,
not only something of dignity, dbut a
great deal of prudence too. A sort of
courage belongs to negotiation, as well
as to operations of the field. A negotia=-
tor must of'ten seem willing to hazard the
whole issue of his treaty, if he wishes

to secure any one na point,.”
(Edmund Burke, Letters on a Regicide
r’eao.’ 1796)

(4) In view of what was said (above,p!©¢ ) in
praise of the facilities afforded to the
Fress in Brussels it is interesting to
note that the British Government sought
to maintain the privacy of the first
ministerial meeting, which was held in
closed secsion, Tﬁo Heath speech, trans-
lated copies of which were m.de available
to E.E.C. members at the meetinf; wasg pube
lished only in swmmary. Details were

(contd.)
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Geoffrey McDermot, in commenting on Heath
and his negotiating team, refers to their unine
spired, uninspiring and mishandled raund of
talks(5). One may question the competence of
the British team without echoing the views of
a Poreign 0ffice man who had been retired early.
The British tried to secure too much initially
and held on for too long to a position they
Imew they would ultimately have to abandons

"The negotiations contained a number
of curiosities, In the early stages
the United don spent a good deal
of time defend parta of its
exis agricultural policy,
unrestricted entry of most toodsturfs,
guaranteed prices and deficiency

ts, and low retaill food prices,
which nisht well have been modified
even without E,E.C. menbership. Wor
did the tiations always seem clear
about the difference of interest between
United Kingdom and Commonwealth farmers.
A concession favourable to one was often
adverse to the other, ain, it turned
out to be important to define more
¢learly than did the n vgotiators the
reason why speeial privileges or cone-
cessions were belng asked for. i
should Commonwealth countries have
access arransements to the enlarged
E.E.C. market for a longer period than
was guaranteed to them by thelr existing
agreements with the United Kingdom? Why
do tomato growers in the United Kingdonm
require greater protection than those in
the Netherlands? (6)

(4) 1leaked in The on 24th and 25th
Contd., November overrment decided to
sublish tnll detaill 1n :h:hito Paper.

acrvattvn and Labonr complainants at
home and Commonwealth, gartioularly
Canadian complainants abroad

(5) ZIhe Eden Legacy, 1969, p.l18l1
(6) Butterwick, M. and Rolfe, M.N.:
9p. cit., p.81



We were, excessively careful in our
negotiating approach. For example, the
January 1962 agreement on agriculture cone-
cluded by Six themselves (above, p.%¢ ) was
drafted in deliberately vague terms. The
Pive felt that they could argue the matter
later - as importing countries they would
nanage to get their way with Prance. In
July 1962, harassed by parliamentary questions
at home, Heath forced discussion on agricule
ture, then tried unsuccessfully, to shut the
Pandora's Béx of difficulties:

"Altho there was still a chance

that British proposals for agriculture

would be forthcoming which would have

due regard for the criticisnm or

misgi s expressed by the 5ix, an

overall view was still lacking

because the Community had reached no

decision on certain important products
(dairy produce, beef, sugar and rice).

lﬂed on the mtarpretdt 0
financial regula
1ookud;=n' s3c

"Similarly with regard to the financial
regulation (7), the negotiations with

e —— e U ———

(7) Two 1nportans provioiona of the
14th January 1962 agricultural agreement
concerned 'price policy' and the 'finane
clal regulationt. A common *price
policy' was agreed: in each country of
the Community there was to be a 'turget
price' for - these would be gradu-
ally brought into line until
Lot January 1970, thore would be bub

Ytarget price*' for all. However, one
vital decision was not tuken - the actual
level of this 'target price'. The other
main provision was 'financial regulation’
which concerned itself with the impact
of external food prices. The price of

gortod gain would be maintained at an
ayr

li_éiguy high Ythreshold' (sece Note, 8
Pe

e
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Great Britain and particularly the views
expressed at the outset on the British
side had re-opened among the Six
themselves difficulties of interpre-
tation which they had not yet succeeded
in overcoming when the negotiations
were suspended." (8)

Butterwick and Rolfe thus conclude that:

"The main lessons then to be drawn
concern the need to define objectives
after careful preparatory study, to work
with deepateh ignoring trivia, and to
bring negotiations to a conclusion as
soon as possible, vg:giprobably

use of the package- ng skills of the
Commission. In this connection the
constant reporting-back to parliament,
such as occurred 1961-63 is no help
to a United Kingdom negotiator, and
might have been curtailed except for the
Haemillan governuent's need to take the
Conservative rarty, including its

landed interest, along with it. FPinally
it may be necessary to take a long view
of certain matters, which, though
troublesome in the short run, might be
modified through United Xingdom
influence after membership has been
obtained.” (9)

It has been remarked that Heath at Brussels
was "the master of his brief". However, he
evidently had a grave fault - he was "toc avid
for detall®, A participat in the Brussels nego-
tiations has stated that, keen not to let the
negotiations slip from his hands, Heath was even
more awvare of detail than his officials.
(Eventually, no time remained - "De Gaulle swept
the pieces from the board",) (And see below,p,!°Z )

oyt — - ——— e —— A 3, e P o SO SRS
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Sir Pierson Dixon, official head of the
British delegation was a man of considerable
diplomatic experience and ability., He was
hampered, however, by the retention of his post
as Ambassador in Paris during negotiations,
Further, not an economist, he betrayed some in-
ability "to get down to details",

8ir Eric Roll, deputy head of the delega-
tion was, by contract, an academic economist as
well as a civil servant by background. He was
trilingual and had intimate contacts in Europe =
immediately before the negotiantions he holidayed
with ¥, HMarjolin, a French member of the
Commission. Yerhaps Roll was %too European, too
good for Britidh purposes, "He was very vola=
$ile and did not behave like an Englishman, He
was slightly suspect in Brussels.®

+ The arena in which Britain negotiated was
not ideally suited for the speedy execution of
business.

The Six, in their preparations for negotiation,
found difficulties., The Treaty of Rome said
nothing about methods of negotiation with poten-
tial new members. None of the 8ix would have
been willing to entrust negotiations to the
Commission, but France went furthest in arguing
at one time that Commiscion members should not



Ly

be present during talks (10). Eventually
Britain found herself negotiating, not with
the Council of MNinisters, but with ninisters
representative of thelr governments, assisted
by the Commission (11).

Had the Commission had greater responsibie-
lity, a realistic agreement might have been
reached more quickly, but this matter was not in
British hands,

Prom time to time during the negotiations
some ad hoc sub-commitices - e.g. on Jute - had
been established, but there were never any
standing sub-committees with independent exist-
ence. The 8ix had to stand together and the
elaboration of agreed proposals slowed proceed-
ings. (A ministerial committee under Sicco
Hansholt, the Dutch member of the Commission
responsible for agricultural questions, estabe
lished at a late date failed to avert the
eventual breakdown.)

Sir Eric Roll remarks that the E.E.C.
members had ¥o move more or less in unicson - in
negotiation they were reasonably compact and
coheaive, but not monolithic,

The Dutch had reason to be grateful to
de Gaulle for the sympathy he showed in 1962
towards Holland's last stand in Wew Guinea., The
Dutch were, however, very friendly towards
Britain - perhaps excessively so. During nego=-
tiations, noted Gorell Barnes, they were our
greatest friends butl our worse counsellors.

(10) Prance had also vetoed the suggestion
that Henri Spaak should play a key reole
in the negotiations - as he had done at
the time of the setting up of the E.BE.C., =
because he was too fri towards Britain.

(11)

¥ s VOIMMISSL0ON S8L0X D _ThE
Parlianent, February 1963, pe
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More useful than our militant Dutch friends
were the Italians., S. Colombo, the Italian
¥inister of Foreign Trade was particularly
skilled in "earrying the French along". 5S.Folchi,
chairman of an ad hog¢ committee on primary pro-
ducts during negotiations, was wvery helpful to
Gorell Barnmes - the two held similar portfolios.

The Germans did not favour Britain's cause
quite as much as they pretended and were inclined
to "hide behind the skirts of the French"., At
the final meeting in Janumary 1963, when the highly
emotional break-up was in progress and Couve de
Hurville was isolated, Dr. Schroeder was notice-
ably restrained. After all, he had spent most
of the previous week in Yaris, where the Franco-
German Treatly was being signed.

At the final session Henri Spaak, Belgian
Foreign Hinister, had his Prime Minister Monsieur
Lefevre by his side. It was felt in Brussels
that the attendance of Lefdvre, of whom little
had been heard during negotiations, was meant to
counter reports that certain right-wing Catholic
and business elements in the Belgian Cabinet
were not too unhappy about Britain's exclusion
from the liarket.

Britain had five votes in her favour at
Brussels for anything that was reasonable, six
votes against for anything unreasonable(l12).
This comnent is perhaps unfair to the French, at
least to those French who worked in Brussels,
French officials afforded much help to the
British, and Gorell Barnes acknrnowlcdges assiste
ance from French political representatives =lso,
Couve de lurville had suggested a standstill
agreement whereby Britain could come into E.E.C.

(12) cilifford Jupp, above p. [0
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without at first imposing tariffs against

B, P.T.A, members, The French also shifted
from thelr insistence that Britain should aban-
don her deficiency payments system the day she
entered the Market, allowing that they should
continue during the life of the existing
Farliament.

+ If, technically, we negotiated with six
separate governments, nevertheless, our initia=-
tive served to spur E.E.C, unification, %o
contribute to a '"setting of the bones' of the
Comnunity. The Six feared that time spent
talking with Britain might slow down develop=
ment and this, in come ways, reinforced our
difficulties., Suggestions relating to
‘association' had been discarded (13): there
could now be no 'half-way answer' to the entry
guestion. The problem was not to create a
new system with some characteristics of the
British and some of the Community systems, The
real question was how Britain could effect a
transition to community-membership.

However, efforts by the Six to further
political union falled during our period,

Negotlations to implement the Bonn Ueclaration
took place in the autunn of 1961 and in early

1962, largely on the basis of two French draft
projects known as Fouchet 1 and Fouchet 1l:

“But the first draft submitted by
M., Fouchet ,. hardly went very far,
and the second draft (refurbished in
1962, it is said, by Iresident de
Gaulie personally) retreated even

r, and also roused suspicions
that the new political union would,
by subordinating the existing

— - e St £ S S e e

5

(13) Conte Repo above p. &é} Vos Report
above, p.?g?’ Mueller-irmack Plan, '
above, p¢€%_and p.gg;




Communities to inter-governmental
institutions, deprive them of their
nupranationai character. In the
end the Committee could do little
more :ga:ii;t ogt t&: two textlt
synoptic and write a commen

on the differences between tha;.ﬁf{4)

The failure of the Fouchet talks in April
1962 stemmed from a fundamental divergence of
opinion over the form of political union and
over questions relating to the defence and
security of the Six in the context of existing
N.A.T.,0. commitments, De Gaulle's offer of a
'Burope of States' was made again at a press
conference on 15th NMay 1962.

(Bilateral contacts between Prance and
Germany were more fruitful. Plans for regular
ministerial meetings and the co-ordination of
policies were embodied in the Pranco-German
Treaty of Co-operation signed 22nd January 1963.
Thus the 'Europe' of dialogue between the
Commission and the Council of Ministers, if not
replaced, was supplemented by institutionalized
inter-governmental action.)

Geoffrey McDermot refers to the "condes-
cending attitude of Heath and his fellow-
negotiators", (15) One does capture a hint of
patronage in this quotation from Iierson Dixon's
collection of his father's diaries:

"Iy sense of the atmo:ghoro is that they
are rather resentful of our re-writing

of their sacred writings, and perhaps a
little bewlldered by the English. So
wrote Dixon to Eric Roll at the beginning
of this last meeting. But they are

. i 4 ——— 4

(14)
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teport on'Dratt Treaty*,

(15) Mo s Pe201
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chattering with interest; not, I judge
with hostility." (16) A SR

If condescennsion was exhibited by the
British so was ambivalence. It is possible to
argue that Britain exhibited a desire, through
entry into E.E.C., to dilute the force of
Buropean growth. In Hay 1961 in the Comszons
Rdward Heath emphasized the commercial nature of
the E.,E.C.'s Conmission's decisions: 4in the
following month Joseph Godber, Minister of State
at the Foreign 0ffice, declared that, if we
entered Europe, we would have the power of veto
over federal extensions. In March 1962 Henry
Brooke, Faymaster General, said that if the
United Kingdom entered Burope, then it would be
"different in character from the community as
it exists at present”.

Where British efforts were not destructive,
they sometimes appeared diversionary. In April
1962 Heath, before Western European Union,
declared that he looked forward to jJjoining in
the construction of a political as well as an
econonic community. A new power, Lurope would
not stand alone but as an equal partner in an
Atlantic Alliance, retaining the traditional ties
overseas and fully conscious of its growing
obligations towards the rest of the world. To
“play 1t on commercial grounds" (Sir Prank
Fearson, Assistant Whip) was bad enough: to
support Zurope as a buttress for Atlanticism
could hardly endear us to the French.

Just before the ministerial meeting of
10th and 1lth November 1962 both Reginald
Maudling (Chancellor) and Prederick Erroll
(Board of Trade) at home declared that they
hoped negotiations would end in success dbut did
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(16) Double piploma, p.289
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not regard a possible failure as a disaster,
These statements may have been intended %to
strengthen the position of the Brussels tean,

or they may have been insurances against
failure - or both., During a Liverpool speech
on 2lst Januwary, 1963, lacmillan reiterated that
the British Government accepted the Treaty of
Rome and aligned itself with the political as
well as the economic implications contained
therein. During a broadcast on 30th January,
after the final brealtdown, he affirmed that, as
far as Britain had been concerned the 'challenge
had been accepted".
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Compared with the discussion on the free
trade area, the E.E.C. negotiations were diffi-
cult. Sir Eric Roll notes that, in 1957 and
1958, we were still dealing with each of the
community states on a basis of reasonable
equality. At Brussels it was Britain versus
the Six. One trouble was that Whitehall was
still under the influence of the free trade
area talks, This represented a difference
between Whitehall and the team - some people in
London thought in terms of playing off the Six
against each other. "In Brussels we realized
the reality of the situation, Whitehall had not
got the free trade area out of its system."

Sir Eric Roll mays that the techniques
used and mechanical characteristics employed in
the Brussels negotiation were similar to those
used and employed during the whole complex
post=war era = when Marshall Aid and the
founding of 0.E.E.C., the establishing of
NeAeTe0u, and bargaining over the Dillon Round
were at issue. A lot of people had been
apprenticed.

But, compared with the free trade dis-
cussions, Brussels was a full-scale, major
effort - more closely knit, complex and com=-
prehensive, Sir Frank Lee says that Whitehall
was very conscious in 1960 that a major effort
had to be made in the entry negotiations.
Interdepartmentally, this was a major diplo-
matic initiative involving more deliberation,
more regular meetings. Seeing negotiations
from the Conservative Research Department,

Sir lichael Fraser says that the attempt to
enter Burope in the early 'Sixties represented
more than an interdepartmental effort - it was
a project.
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Technically, says Herbert Andrew, the
entry negotiations represented a very success-
ful British operation, a "well-played match",
He, and other civil servants, claim that no inter-
departmental brawls or wrangles occurred - "it
was simply a question of optimization.” (1) It
must be recognised, however, that the depart-
ments did have distinct interests and one must
seek to divine substantive and procedural
differences in the way they conducted themselves.
The remainder of this chapter mates to the
personal and departunental contributions made %o
the Brussels negotiations,

Reference must also be made to the envire
onment within which each department worked, to
the 'clients' with whom each had relations.

4 The Treasury representative at Brussels,
Raymond Bell, was in some ways a "non=
negotiator'. Independent sources confirm that
he was highly regarded in the teams when itens
of interest to the Treasury arose- capital
novenents, for example - Bell was helpful and
willing to settle. But the Treasury role was a
small one. 'The 8ix had not yet reached the

T NI < — ————— e cn vecad s e S —— e

(1) But note: the Treasury secured the press
relations 'boss-job' at Brussels but Heath
insisted that the Foreign Office should do
the actual work and that the Commonwealth
Relations Office should be represented,
Clifford Jupp of the Foreign O0ffice was
thus based in Brussels (above, p.!°r) but a
senior Commonwealth Relations official came
out from London to attend important mini-
sterial meectings. Lacking continuoue contact
with the negotiators, his lnowledge was not
altogether adequate. The negotiations were
not, of course, affected and ress rela-
tions as a whoie the Foreign 0ffice was
left "nicely free".
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stage of discussion of advanced monetary issues,
and for the Treasury, "everything had to be
played for, once we were a member of the
Conmunity."

S8ir Frank Lee says that there is no organ-
ized 'City' and thus no 'City channel', but
contacts with the Government were close. There
was no shortage of City-Government relationships
says Sir Sriec Roll. It has been estimated that
the City, in the early 'Sixties, earned Britain
about £165 nmillions per amnum - without much of
an import bill (2). The City, including the
Bank of Pngland, had hesitations over Europe =
arising from a concern for Sterling, and for the
close financial links maintained with the United
States, DBut, as $ir Frank Lee noted, there would
be great scope for City knowledge and skills
with Britain in the E.E.C.

8ir Eric Roll says that the City, in the
early stages of consideration of entry, was not
particularly vocal., City opinion was ambivalent:
Rolls's impression was that the most articulate
were those in favour of entry. Michael Fisher,
of the Pinaneial Times is not aware of any
inportant contacts between the Government and
the merchant banks, insurance companies or pen=
sion funds during the negotiation period.

A flow of opinion between the Bank and the
rest of the City began only after the Govern-
ment had taken its decision to negotiate., During
the free trade area talks the Bank had taken on
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(2) Clarke, W.M.: The Ci W
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an educational role(3). On Bank-City
communications in 1961«63 as opposed to those

of 19

I

(3)

(4)
(3)

57-58, a Bank official writes:

"Here there was a real, though not very
T T e Rl g i

e idea en ) pe was
raniiiar and there was no need to introe
duce the City to it or recommend that
they should be taking it seriously and
thinking about its effect on themselves,
The Bank, therefore, did not revive the
meetings held in the earlier period."(4)

W25

The Bank had a representative on the Common
liarket Negotiating Committee (0fficial) - and
two on the lower coumittee - but:

", as there was very little on the
nonetary aide in the Treaty which set
up the E.E.C, itself, the main of
the work and the discussion fell %o
¥hitehall departments, not to us. t
various times we produced papers /o
poasible nonetary effects and, later,
on rather far-reaching monetary arrange-
ments which might ultinately be

if we became full members. But in the
stages of actual negotiation, mone
matters played rather little part."(5

e W S
———— - —

"The Bank let it be known to a few
'opinion formers! in the City such as the
heads of leading Merchants Banks and
Clecring Banks that we would be glad to
meet them and tell them what we properly
could about the general shape of the proe-
Jeet and to explore with them the cone
sequences it might have in the City. I
remember that two or threc meetings were
held in the Bank at which I did what X
could to say how things were going and to
suggest how they might affect the City.

I was asked to lunch at various banks to
discuss the i further or answer
questions in their minds." (Letter,

l.fe Thompeson-icCauslend,)

L.P. Thompson-cCamdand, letter.
Op.cit.
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This confirms what is reported (below, p./9)
about neglect of the balance-of-payments facter
during discussions on agriculture.

In June 1962 Grimond spoke of the benefits
of monetary integration in Burope and of the
benefits of entry for Britain in connection
with the solution of ecconomic probdlems of the
sterling area. Somecbody was looking ahead.

+ The Board of Trade was comitted to succeed
in Brussels. The departmont was always in favour
of entry to E.E.C., comnents Gorell Barmes
(Colonial Office), Herbert Andrew stood out in
the negotiations - he knew what to give in ade-
vance, what doncessions to make during dargaining,
and what to hang on to.

The Federation of British Industries,
through the Council of Buropean Industrial
Pederations and through its own offices abroad,
had independent sources af information which,
when 1t wished, it could share with the Governe
ment. Industry had good informal contacts with
the Board of Trade and during our period, a Board
of Trade~Federation of British Industries standing
liaison committee operated. Its chairman,
8ir William Falmer, a reprosentative of the Rayon
Products Association, was a former Board of
Trade man.

Herbert Andrew stutes that his impression
was that industrial support for E.E.C. entry was
quite strong. (Industry was already bridge~
building. In March 1961 it was reported that
I.C.I. were to begin large-scale manufacturing
operations in Europe with an investment programme
which would absorbe £100 millions in ten years.)



Andrew says that his chief links were with
Commonwealth industrialists but that it would
be wrong to say that the British Comnonwealth
Industries Aasoclation were "on his bdback",
British industry had taken its decision on the
common external tariff and knew what its broad
effect would be. (There was some fear of the
continued free entry of Commonwealth manufactures
into Britain, See above, p.53 ) Some problenms
came to Andrew while he was in Brussels -
Canadian aluminium, Australian lead and zine,
and Norweglan bauxite were discussed - but not
nany.

On the trade union side of industry, Heath
made the contacts. In December 1961 the
General Council of the T.U.C. met the Lord Frivy
Seal and he suggested that theyhold monthly
neetings, to be held alfter each round of mini-
sterial telks in Bruscels., The T.U.C. had
meetings also with 2.E.C, and E.F.T.A. national
trade unionists. The T.U.C. in meetings with
the E.B.C, unions in April 1962, found agreement
on the need for a full-employment provision to
be inserted in the Rome Treaty, but not on the
issue of mobility of labour. Prank Cousins,
speaking before the Scottish T.U.C. in Aberdeen
on 20th April 1962 declared that the Leabour Party
should not leave initictive in the hands of the
Conservatives but should prepare itself to fight
& general election -« he referred, obviously, to
Ian NMacleod's declaration of 12th April 1962(6).
iiotions of &ll possible shades - for, against,
conditional - succeeded at the various trade
union conferences during the spring and summer
of 1962, The 1962 Trade Union Congress saw the
Ceneral Council's 'wuite-and-see' motion carried -
the T.U.C. was reserved, if slightly warmer to-
wards Europe than was the Labour rarty.

(6) See below, p, !é!.




+ Sir william Gorell Barnes(7), who had
worked with lMonnet during the war, was left very
much in charge as Colonial Office representative
in Brussels. Regineld Maudling, his Minister
(Duncan Sandys took over as joint Commonwealth
Relations - Colonial Office Minister on

13th July 1962, four years shead of the actual
merger of the department), had seventeen rounds
of independence negotiations proceeding at the
time. Gorell Barnes did not feel that he was
in the thick of the Brussels negotiations.
Although he spent more and more time in Brussels
and becanme more and more 'engaged', he did not
feel that his lot was as difficult as that of
some of his colleagues., A mixture of Herbert
Andrew and Raymond Bell, according to one des-
eription, Barnes nirrored Treasury detachment
with 2 Board of Trade realism as to what was
possible from negotiation,

After the resunption of negotiations in
Brussels in the autumn of 1962 tough bargaining
secured from the 5ix some concessions on the
asgsociation of ex-dependent territories. Dese-
pite regular briefings of thelr representatives
in Londen, Britain was embarrassed by the
refusal of Ghana end Figeria to accept privile
eges similar to those enjoyed by Prench exe
colonies. The Colonial Office may not have
prepared these new nations adequately: perhaps
antipathy t¢ 'neo-colonialism' would have
rendered such preparation impossible. (Sone

African states changed their minds about associa-

tion with E.7.C. only nonths after breakdown.)

In a September 1962 publication the Fabian
Coumonwealth Bureau declared that E.E.C. cOne
cesaions should rof% be undervalueds

et e AT A s A e S 4l T

(7) Author of “urope and theut-'
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“They represent an acceptance of long-
term international responsibilities
which had been woefully muted before the
start of Britain's negotiations."

The Labour Common Market Committes, too, wele
comed the offer of association made to African
countries,

+ Sir Henry Iintott, another close friend of
¥.Marjolin (he had been his deputy as
Secretary-General at 0.E.2.,C.), represented
Commonwealth Relations. He was more success—
ful in negotiation than his replacement, Godfrey
Shannon, who came to Hrussels after Lintott fell
ill in the niddle of 1962. Shannon was not as
high-ranking as Lintott - Assistant Under-
Secretary as against Deputy Under-Secretary -
and "did not carry the weight". Bothwere, of
course, senlor civil servants but neither,
apparently, strong personalities. They were
supported by @& strong kinister, Dunecan Sandys,
but had to cope with resentment in the Common-
wealth and indeecision in the Cabinet. Rather
like Agriculture, they wanted everything, did
not know what ¢ concede, and ultimately made
conceasions that offered too little, too late.

The 5ix had strong commercial interests in
soue Commonwealih countries - they provided nore
investment to India than did Britain - and, on
French initiative, a comprehensive trade agree-
nent was cuggested for India, Pakistan, and
Ceylon., The Jix were not so kindly disposed $o
the 0ld white dominions. The French conceded one
roint: they agreed o a statement that the Six,
in perfecting the . .tional development of
agricultural production, would contribute to a



harmonious development of world trade by
ensuring a satisfactory level of exchanges
between itself and third countries, including
those of the Commonwealth., The British failed
to secure a more specific commitment.

Fressure to achieve an outline agreement
sui.able for discussion at the 1962 Commonwealth
Pfime Ministers conference was unsuccessful,
despite the alle-night sitting in August, but
enough was achieved to make that conference
worthwhile,

At the Commonwealth Conference Mr. Diefen=-
baker made one of the more notable emotional
appeals to Britain (six months later
Lester-Fearson favoured British entry to
Burope) but Robert Menzies was the weightiest
figure and feared by lacmillan., The Australian
Frime Minister distrusted his host and resented
the report Duncan Sandys had brought back to
London the previous sumer that he, Menzies,
had been more co-operative in private than in
public, But the Australians would gain advan-
tages from international commodity agreements
demanded by the French and, knowing of Anmerican
concern that Britain should enter EBurope, aid
not wish to travel on to Washington (as he later
did) with the reputation of a wrecker and, in
the event, he did not lead a revolt of black and
brown Commonwealth members against Britain.

The final conference communique contained no
demand for a re-opening of agreements already
made by Britain in Brussels, or for a limitation
of British freedon when the time for a2 final
decision canme.

Although the Government had suffered a
decline of support in by-elections, loecal

WA



elections and opinien polls during the first
half of the year, Macmillan on the morrow of
the conference, saw fit to declare "we too are
independent"., Commonwealth opposition to
Britain's entry expressed at the conference may
have been counterproductive - many Conservatives
resented attacks on the Govermment.

After the publication in the second half
of July of the White Fuper on ministerial visits
to Commonwealth couniries(8), differences
within the Conservative Party strengthened,
Oprosition to the Government now came from an
alliance of right-wing Conservatives and lefte-
wing Socialiste - the former stressing the
interests of the 0ld, white Commonwealth, the
latter those of the new, black Commonwealth.

The ‘'Expanding Commonwealth Group' of
Conservatives had been active for some time,
supperting and being supported by the Common~
wealth Industries Association, In June 1961
a motion had been put down in the House calle
ing for a Commonwealth Free Trade Association,
This motion, and several letters printed in
the Times, carried relatively few signatures =
the Conservatives in the majority were waiting.
¥hile Shinwell called for a Commenwealth
Development Fund, members of both main parties
demanded a Commonwealth rrime Ministers' con-
forence,

On 25th April 1962, in The Tinmes, Feter
Yalker amnounced hio private tour of Comnmone
wealth countries, to take place in August, whieh
was to rally oprosition to entry. Conservative
Central Office stepped up its publicity
asctivities; Irow gthe end of Hay the Veekly
Hewslatter devoted much space to the E.E.C.
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question. The counterattack on Derek Walkere
Snith's and Feter Vulker's Call %o Commonwealth
publication was, on 20th June, a party politi-
cal broadecast devoted entirely to Europe.

Leading Labour figures attacked entry,
Barbara Castle linked entry with the Commonwealth
Imnigrants Bill: should continentals enjoy free
entry to Britain while Commonwealth citizens were
excluded? lessieurs Crossman, Healey, Jay and
Wilson each tackled the guestion of the politiecal
implications of entry. VUnder the title 'Still
Time to save the Bmpire', Wilson argued the case
for on Atlantic Common Market(9).

Between the rising of the Commons at the
beginning of August and the Commonwealth Prime
Mindisters' conference 10th and 19th Septeuber
1962 the opponents of entry made their biggest
Joint efforts - they even made efforts to secure
the prescnce of prime miniesters at their rallies
but failed. On the last day of the conferance
a full-page '"Rally to Commonwealth' advertisement
appeared in the Times.

Gaitskell was very much impressed by the
concern of Comuonwealth leaders in London and
during this time placed great stress on conditions
of entry. During a 13th September television
broadeast he asserteds

"If the Government propose to go in on

terma which seen to us, and to the Commone

wealth, guite unacceptable, there is an

obvious, clear division of opinion in the
country and there ought to be an elecction
before Britain commits herself."

During Decomber the 'Commonwealth' Con-
servatives rellied. On 15th December altogether
fifty~-five Conservatives, lncluding Sir Donald
Kaberry, a former Deputy-Chairmen of the party,

(9) Sunday Express, 10th June, 1962




signed an Zarly Day Motion congratulating Edward
Heath on the firmness shown at Brussels, contemplated
the discontinuance of negotiations, and called for

a new major Commonwealth initlative,

+ Arthur Fropper represented Agriculture, He
was an Under-Secretary « not until the last phase
of negotiations was the ministry persuaded to
send out the more senior FPrederick Bishop (Deputy
Secretary). (Another Under-Secretary, B.C.

Engholn, came from London once or twice.) Howe
ever, it must not be forgotten that Sir Eriec Roll,
deputy head of the negotiating team (hinmself a
Deputy Secretary) was on detached duty from the
Hinistry of Agriculture.

Comment on the performance of the Agriculture
people eould not be nore varied, Herbert Andrew
(Board of Trade) says that they were anxious teo
get on wit! the job but difficulties arose decause
the Six were ©till evolving their own agricultural
policy. Agricultiure, like Coumonwealth Relations,
says Sir Frank Lee (Trezsury) was in no sense
hostile and in no sense was work hampered =
Agriculture did issue "valld warnings®,

A Yoreign Orfice estimate of Agriculture is
that the department wanted the maximum and could
not evaluate the situation. Gorell Barnes

(Colonies) holds that Agriculture "misconceived

the whole exercise™ and was a brake, It vas a
mystery how the ministry 'stood for' the National
Fargers' Union whose pressure amounted to harrying.
The Foreign Oifice official believed the aotivity
of Agriculture during negotiations amounted to
"gtraizhtforward sabotage”. Sir John Vinifrith,
the Jernanent Secretary, was a strong personality
and notoriously 'anti-liaorket' - he enjoyed enormous
powers of delay. The great misfortune was that
Christorher Soames was such a weak politiecal
head. (Asher Weingarten of the N.F.U.: I have
ways suspected that the Poreign O0ffice were
anxious to get into E.E.C. whatever the cost to
agriculture. The ministry merely did its jobs
Winnifrith nede n. bones about being *anti® dbut
nany in his miniastry were 'pro'.) The Foreign
Office were haprier when Bishop came out to
Brussels: he was opposed to the Harket but was
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8 very effective negotiator,

As aslready noted(19) the Ministry of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, of all depart-
mnents, came nearest to estadlishing a special
unit to deal with the E,5.0. negotiations, No
detalls are availadls from the ministry dbut the

Civil Service Iist 1963, covering the previous
year, shows the Externsl Relations Division IIX
had enjoyed a modest expansion over the previous
year., Little preparatory work had beea done
before negotiations started:

"It remains odd that the now ninister
Soames did not immediately form a much
stronger B.2,0, section to work on the
fundamental problems in anticipation of
the decision to apply for membership.
lorduthogmtm.wmm
effort to mqn.roumh in
field at uni itieo or other non-
:!onmm mtgutioa:; This lack
pre tory work was prove a
najor p in 1962.

"Pailure %0 40 in good time the detailed
mﬁqvﬂnmﬁeumum

surprising because in the suamer

tlmummmmtmumu&-
mmubounplommmrauv

ratified during the follow
t0 make 4% nhibh for the
Eingdon to

the BeBeCe on ht Jmsry. 1963," 21‘)

¥hat is even more surprising than anything
Dutterwick and Rolfe have sald comes Lfrom the
ministry 4teelfs “,. this Departuent was not one
of the major ones concerned with the negotiations
in 1965 although of course our advice was sought"
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(19) Avove, pe/05—
(2¢) Dutterwick, M, and Rolfe, et QD Ci%esPe76
(Z1) Letter, 10th July, 1969
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"Our relations with the ninistry were no
more /i.e. intensively/ active in the period
1961-1963 than during any price-review," says
one W,P,U, officials, Asher Weingarten, Chief
Scononist to the National Parmers' Union
declares that there was no substantial change
in the nature of the contacts he had with the
miniotry in the carly 'Sixties but that many
nore informal ac well as teschnical meetings, at
Deputy- and Under-iecretary level, took place in
London. (The annual reports of the N.P.U, for
1962 and 1963 give details of & continuation of
those international contucts made before
Hacmillan's 1961 announcement,) 3’

A9 negotiations with the E.E2.,C, began the
HePeUs held a briefing session on the British
agricultural support system which was attended by
two hundred overseas journalists - the press
statenment was issued in French and Germen as well
as 2nglish,

In July 1961 Harold VWoolley, the precident,
in a pamphlet entitled Zritish sgrioulturs and
the Common Market, rehearsed the principal
rezsons for British farmers' opposition to the
proposals put forward by the 5ix as conditions
for entry. He said that if a common agricule
tural policy were accepted by Dritain, it would
be impossible to continue the eystem of annually
deternining guarantees %o afecunt for the trend
of net income, changes in costis, and other relee
vant factors, 1In addition, the farmers would
lose the income security provided by the system
of guaranteed prices if the E.E.C.'s system of
establishing 'target prices' and aiming to hit
these targets by contrelling import duties was
inposed, To the extent that production might
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increase fauster than demand, average (rices
received by farmers would be below the target
prices of the E.B.0s¢ Purthermore, becaunse
Common Market decision were made by majority
vote, Britain, as the largest food importing
country, would inevitably be pressed to concede
avcess to the continental farmer's growing output,

Real negotiztion with the 5ix 414 not start
in Brussels until 1962 and serious discussion
relating to food ocourred from May onwarda,

Some progress was made on the key gquestion of
tenperate sone foodstuffs, with the 5ix showing
some willingness to treat MNew Zealand as a special
cases As far as British agriculture was con-
oerned nothing much was achieved in the pre-~
August peried, although serious dirlomatic
Yinefighting' did occur, An all-night session
was needed to secure a compromise whersby the Six
acoepted the British aystenm of an annual review
of fors prices and inoones, based on government
reportas, If reports showed that farmers in
cortain ‘areas' were not preserving their
standard-of-living, the Comnission would be bound
to kelp them, V¥as an 'area’ & region (Prench
view) or a whole country (British view)? The
conference almest broke up before the French,
contrary to their usual hatis, without having
nade any preliminary Joint agreement with the
rest of the Six, suddenly capitulated - at

3:15 a.nes on 3lat July,

Pron October 1962 onwurds a major difficulty
dmmediately encountered concerned the transition
poriod and the phasing-out of deficiency pay-
ments, The 5ix regarded a short change-over
period as a test, the shorter the period the less
time there would be for Britain to seek to modify
coununity arrengenents, At & late stage,

Bdward Heath finally made the concession that all
transitional arrangements for agriculture should
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terninate by the end of 1969,

The '0?.00' in consultation with the N.7.V.
{Scotland) and the Ulater Parmers®' Union, had
publislhied positive preposals in August 1962 with
their 'Farm and Food rlan', This plan; which
was reported in all the national daily newspapers
and nearly two hundred provincial and local newse
papers, was concermed with the diasruptive effect
of surpluses on the British open market and
pressed for international commodity agreements,
the harmonization of national agricultural polie-
cies, and a Vorld Food Programme organised
throuzgh an enlarged 0sBeUeDes (H PoUs officials ;
ars proud that parts of their 1962 plan have been
adopted, A World Food Programme with commodity
agreements and standard quantities is now
operated, The annual report for 1965 -« in
British Parmer, 11th Jannary 1964 - declares that
the plan had become & plank in the prosramme of
the main political parties,)

Asher Veingarien assertas that his union was
positive in its attitude throughout the eatry
negotiationss The union had had fifteen yeaxs
of frank discussions with “uropean colleaguen
and now equally frankly declared, as a matter of
prineiple, that the Buropean agrisultural policy
must be adapted or modifieds The 5.,E.,C.'s owmn
poliey on which, in the finnl analysis it was
going to judge its own spuccess, was still in the
process of formations, In so orucial ond diffie
oult an area for the Six themselves, it was
inevitable that negotiations with Britain should
be detailled and profracted -~ this could not be
avoided, In an evelutionary situation, the
lieFeUs could not alwayn offer detailed proposals,
Haemillan himself was exploring. To blane
either ninister, ministry or the union for caution
exhibited during negotiation would be ridiculous,
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In reporting to the 1962 annual general
neeting, the union's resident made fairly full
dexands, The H.FeUs required a continuation of
the systenm of annual reviews (as seen above,
goaceded ia Brussels) as a basis for determining
price guaranteesy effective suppoert of none
reviev commnodities, which received tariff
rrotection; and, the sontinued full use of the
producer uarketing organizmations.(f3) The
R.?,U, onjoyed considerable influence, (Ners
BoJ.ol‘t reports that, just before de Gaulle's vetos

‘.. soames had sent a private message
to Iiyrs Hareld Voolle . tlunwhoadot
the National Farmers

ukhg
e L S oy

end ot the week, to give hh advice on
a poscible poohco desl,"(25) ;

The N.FP.Us cannot confirm this stery and
Christopher Soames will not epeaky bdut certainly
Woolley, on 2let January 1963, conveyed the views
uuemmmmumsmt.
The N.P.U. annusl report said that it was otill
far from clear, at tle end of negetictions,
whether the British Jdelegsation would have been
able to negotiate torms which would have met the
unions' reguirements,(Z§)

HeHs Ticher, who covered the Bruscels talks

for the Financial Timeg, declares that the .F.U,
1inks with the Mianlstyry of isgrienlture, of all
linkes between interest groups and ninistries, wore
of great inportance buts

omhm the to ranent
poixaymn what the N.P,U, s3id =

(24) In Britiph Pazmer, 12th Jannary 1963
(2§) Beloff,N.: Zhe Geperal Save Jo, pe146
(£#) British Papmer, 1lth January, 1964, pe17
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t b -
g:ymtgm or the moon

governuent t it
could get away with in poli terus
vise-o=vic the farmers."

The ferming world was 4n & difficult asitua=
tion, The 200,000 of 250,000 farmers of England
and Yales who belonzed to the ¥,FP.U. looked to
the union to protect them against market fluctuge
tions, through the negotiation of conprehcnsive
deals with the Government by annual reviews,
Covernment opinion was noving towards the idea
of a change, towards the limitation of ixchezuer
comuitment (above, peSF)e This added to
exioting difficulties for farming: on the supprly
eide, 2 amall number of glant firms now supplied
almost 2ll the reguirements in fertilisere,
naghinery, seeds, and veterinary products and, en
the merketing aslde equally, a fow large firme had
come to dominate food processing and dietriduting
industries - the farmer's autonomy was thrects
ened from doth sides, At a tinme when the British
farmer wos being asked to redefine his identity,
roverse his basie values, and refaghion his
orgsnisation, the cohesion of the N,.P,U, was deing
Sreatenad.(2¥)

Butterwick and Lolfe consider that the
HoFoUsts attitude Quring negotiations, if never
downright hostile, was always negetive and ultrae-
cautious, The industry onjoyed a fspecial
relationshi;' with ¥hitehall and veemed unlikely
%o secure a similar clovz relationship in INrussels,
Sone denmands were unressonables why, for example,
should guaranteed prices and wpecial arranges
ments for horticulture beyond the transition
period be allowed = when Eritish faruers were
tochnically ahead of their Zuropean colleagues?

e . camire wipn - L . A AR N W v - N

!‘.3 mm-tsx.: “The Oaud
(!;) l"’,g o llti oiie
701013.8001.196509027
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Perhapo the long discussion of the transition
period had dDeen largely for the consuuption of
the H.FeUs constituensy:

“One of the main preoceu timotm
United K tamu'tx:tm

gr ohumotthoq;nculmrn
mtqudtopnmtmmutm.f

n:cmung opoom
utmou%
10.. of i:um 3.2000 .::m th.
20
zmmu; ado tun et the Coummon
Agricul tural ?o sone mdacm.
for instance o growers, would
benefit, others like horucultumusts
ufn snttor. Doubthu the uniens
t tha cautious

attnuo ont the
&uin would at lmt
suprort." (2%)

(23) Mc. Pe80



187

5.5 Domestic and External Environments

(1) Details of the *public battle' relating to
the United Kingdom's attempt to Jjoin E.E.C. must
have a minor place in this thesis. However,
extensive treatment having been given to the
Whitehall departments and their *clients', sone
brief mention must be made of the Irime Hinister
and his 'clients', of the pressures placed upon
the Macmillan Government, and the management of
those pressures, during negotiations.

During the summer of 1961 Conservative
Central 0ffice organized half-a-dozen regional
briefings for key party works - eight hundred con-
stituency representatives attended the London and
Home Counties meeting at Church House. This sig-
nalled the beginning of the process of party
education. Sir Michael Fraser says that the main
task was to defeat the ignorance of Europe that
existed, to get the facts across to the party.

"We started from a weak position, but secured a
positive evolution of opinion during the period
1961-1962",

In fact, special efforts were made by the party
leadership to carry constituency opinion. William
Deedes (above, p.clt ), in addition to the work he
performed in the Treasury and in Parliament helped
to prepare material for the Conservative rank-ande
file. He also chaired the weekly meetings of the
party Committee on Policy, the liaison between the
Westninster leadership and the National Union
executive.

After Macmillan's July declaration opinion in
the two major political parties hardened. However,
on 29th January 1962, The Times was able to state:

.+ the main body of Conservative backe
benchers are resisting alike the
blandishnents of the extreme European
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and anti-Buropean groups in their midst,
They are also allowing their judgement to
be influenced by Nr, Heath.. whenever he
deals with a challenge at question time."

The Conservatives' party political broadcast of
January 1962 managed to evade the issue of Europe
altogether. :

Firm opposition to E,E.C, did exist within
the Conservative Farty. In April 1962, reports
Ronald Butt:

"One senior cabinet minister spoke .. of
the Comuon Market as threatening poten-
tially the most fundamental shake-up in
the Conservative P since Dis 's
break with Peel over the repeal of the
Corn m'o.(l)

On 20th June Macmillan made his first publie
speech on Burope, stressing the political value of
Britain's link with Europe and referring to the
risk of our becoming a poor, off-shore island,
This was the first shot in the campaign to win
over the 1962 Conference.

1962 was *'European Year' at the Conservatives'
conference. Those delegates who wore 'Yes' badges
set the tone and overwhelming support was given %o
the platform, Gaitaskell's broadecast declaration,
on 21lst September, enabled Butler to make his
celebrated and remarkable rejoinder: "For them a
thousand years of history. [For us, the future®(2)
Labour had enabled the Conservatives to consoli-
date the question of entry into E.E.C. as a party
iseue.

(1) "Phe Common Market and Conservative Farty
Politics, 1961-62,"
Oppoesition -

s April 5 » Do
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Eventually, of course, no decision on entry
to E.E,C. had to be debated in ¥Westminster, Sir
Frank Pearson believes that Macmillan might have
lost perhaps thirty votes had the question of
entry been put in January 1965: "Even Peler
¥Walker was coning round to acceptance of Europe and
only Robin Turton remained as an important oppo-
nent", (Consequent on the Spiegal Affair, which
began to unfold in October 1962, Lord Boothby
attacked continental democratic practices and
demanded a break-off of negotiations., This must
have been a tactical demand for Boothby was a

strong Buropean).

Had the Conservatives in Farliament been
deeply divided constituency opinion might have
been called into play. Divergencies of view on
entry did exist in Vestuninster but were never
deep enough to occasion a problem in the con-
stituencies - the Dorset by-election was the sole
exanmple of the creation of constituency passion
(below, p. ] )e

+ Opponents of market entry occasionally

argued in constitutional terms but the issue never
achieved constitutional status. In the event,

it was not necessary to put entry to the elector-
ate, but, had terms been secured in 1963, a general
election would undoubtedly have been held, domina-
ted by the entry issue, During a television
broadcast on lst February 1962, Edward Heath said
that a general election should take place before
entry. At Derby on 12th April lNacleod said: I
do not mean to indicate that the general election
will be fought on the issue of the Common Market
itoelf., We do not go in for referendums in this
country.. but when the next general election comes,
clearly, this is going to be the great issue.”
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A bipartisan approach to European problems
was common among the nations of the Community.
Late in the summer of 1961, it was reported,
Macmillan brusquely rejected a modest Opposition
propeosal that an all-party committee of M.F.'s
should examine the consequences of entry into
Europe. Subsequently, in the spring of 1962,
Heath offered to brief Opposition leaders pri-
vately on the course of the Brussels negotiations,
Gaitskell rejected the offer, although George
Brown accepted. At the 1962 party conferences
both Heath and Galtskell spoke of the European
issue as being above party polities.

At some time during the summer of 1962 both
Macmillan and Macleod, the party chairman,
decided that the Common Market was a potential
election winner., The Prime Minister may not have
tried actively to make entry a bipartisan issue,
but it was only at this time that he began to make
it a party question. The Market could be
exploited in a partisan manner. The Conservatives
would be the forward-looking party. In this con-
text must be read Butler's conference declaration,

For much of the period before July 1961 the
attention of the Labour Party was directed to
nuclear arms, and to its own constitution, and not
%0 EBurope.

During a broadcast on 8th May 1962 Gaitekell
said that the economic arguments for or against
entry were evenly balanced:

o IS WO > elieve,

b tg: good te uld, I beli
beot eolution to this difficult
blen. Hot to e: in would be a pity,

+ it would not a catastrophe., To

in on bad terms which really meant
end of the Commonwealth would be a
step which I think we would regret all
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our lives, and for which history would
not forgive us."(3)

As late as 29th July 1962 Pierson Dixon
could note that Gaitskell had said that Britain's
entry into Burope was essentially right and that
he would probably not make it a party issue(4).

During the summer of 1962 must have begun
the stirrings of doubt in Gaitskell's mind(5).
There was doubt as to whether Britain's conditions
for entry could be obtained. The Conservatives
appeared to be developing Europe as a party issue.

Galtskell's opposition expressed at confere
ence was regarded by some as a piece of blatant
electioneering. His speech electrified the
assembly. Certainly it departed from the spirit
of the National Bxecutive's views(6). Gaitskell
revealed, not simply doubts, but a basically hostile
attitude to the Six., In making his stand,
Gaitskell turned his back on allies of recent
troubles - Brown, Gunter, Strachey, Fackenhagy,

(3) Canmps, M.s Opscit., p.d448

(4) Double Diploma, p.287
(5) See Note C » D.IB(-

(6) The five conditions of W
!arkoi 29th September 1 y Were:

safeguards for the trade and

other interests of our friends and partners
in the Commonwealth: freedom to pursue a
British rYoreign pelicy; fulfilment of
ment h:dgoc :o t:ux- lgaooiatoe in

e eLalle} ,m P our economys
and, guarantees to safeguard the position
of British agriculture.
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Jonkins - and was one with former left-wing,
unilateraliat foes, Prank Packenham found it a
heart-breaking experience - supporters of entyy
looked "shocked, beaten and betrayed". George
Brown tried to redress the balance but the day
had been lost. (See Note C . p.(Sl).

+ The Common Market Campaign (above, p.ct L)

was a smell, compact all-party body aimed at
informed opinion - it addressed itself primarily
to persons in influential positions, to M.F.'s,
the Press, and industrialists, Robert Jarrett,
the Campaign's secretary, says that he and his
colleagues became "respectadble" after the July 1961
announcement but "not much ministerial support was
obtained", There was some contaet with William
Deedes, Minister without Fortfolio(7), who paid
tribute to the caumpaigners at the Conservative
Conference of 1962, but little else., The
European Movement (8), by comparison, had close
contacts with Haemillan and benefited from his
dinner appearances for them., (The Irime Kinister
and Sir Bdward Beddington-Behrens had been at
school and Oxford together and the latter's fund-
raising was thus facilitated(9). The Common
Maritet Campaign was "distressed and surprised by
the lack of ministerial help."

The largest opposition organization was the
Anti-Common Market League, founded by disgruntled
Conservatives in August, 1961, The lLeague at
first was unsure of its role. Should its activity
concentrate on research and lobbying, or should it

(7) Avove, p.906
(8) Above, p. oL

(9) william Deedes was involved, in an unofficial
way, with this fund-raising,



become a militant organiszation fighting on all
fronts - standard-of-living, employment, sover-
eignty, agriculture and not simply Commonwealth -
inside and outside the Conservative Party?
Eventually, the lLeague decided to stir up sus-
picion and hostility to the E.E.C. on a nation-
wide secale.

A great amount of League literature was
distributed, During the period between August
1961 to January 1963 the Conservative Central
0ffice published twenty-three pamphlets, leaflets
and such for general distribution, achieving a
total circulation of just under two millions,

The League did nearly as well with a much smaller
and amateurish organization.

Derek Walker-Smith was the chief voice of
the "anti's" and spoke at the League's first nass
neeting in Kensington Town Hall on 4th October 1961.
The largest public meeting was held at the Central
Hall during the Commonwealth Prime Ministers' Con=
ference but the high-point of activity came with
an Albert Hall demonstration on 26th August 1962
held in conjunction with the Porward Britain
lovenent and Keep Britain Out.

+ The Daily Nirror maintained its support of,
the Daily Worker and the Daily fxpress remained
adamantly opposed to the Common Market. A Daily
Express leading article of 26th September 1956 had
urged the Govermment to turn its back on old
Europe towards the new lands beyond the seas. The
Express remained consistent over time. From the
summer of 1961 full- and half-page advertisements
were placed in other newspapers, from Tribune to
The Timgs. From June 1961 the Express's own front
page offered a boxed 'fact a day' %o its twelve
million readers and its columns were opened to all
anti-llarketeers whether right-wing Conservative

or left-wing Labour. The Express throughout
the negotiating period fortified opponents of



E«.E.C. by its support for the Commonwealth ideal,
insular sovereignty, an alleged superior British
standard-of-living, and by encouraging a sus-
picion of foreigners, especially Germans,

The Express's brochure You and the Comumon
llarket was published in January 1962 and sold two
hundred thousand copies. The author, a leader-
writer and earlier a Conservative candidate,
Janmes McMillan admitted later that this was an
enotional broadside not a factual statement. The
Conservatives devoted the whole of one issue of

their Notes on Current Folitics to putting the
facts straight.

Ihe Times, in a leader published on
2nd June 1960 applauded de Gaulle's nationalism
and caused some apprehension on the continent.

There is no evidence to suggest that the British
Iress made any impact either at home or in
Burope during the negotiations (10) (11).

Clifford Jupp, admittedly spending much of
his time in Brussels, says that he found radio
and television coverage of the Brussels negotia-
tions to be colourless. An analysis of pro-
granmes shows that the main areas of interest and

(10) But note the Woodrow Wyatt story,
above, p.5?

(11) "Ner is the popular press as influential as
might be supposed. The foreign editor of
a British with one of the largest
circulations in the world recen has
reninded me that for over a year pa
had constantly urged that Britain join
Common Harket. Six months after de Gaulle
had blocked this, the paper or ed an
opinion poll among its nany lions of
readers which disclosed that fifty-four
percent did not know what the Comnon
Market was." (Busk,D.: The Craft of
Diplomacy, p.87)
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the major problems of entry were covered by
experts and political personalities during the
eighteen months here covered. But Europe was
by no means a dally diet for British listeners
and viewers,

+ Those who sought to make their highly com-
plex estimates of the economic advantage of entry
into Europe could examine several areas of possi-
ble gain - increased specialization, larger

scale production, and increased competitive
stinulus to efficiency. Some economists denied
that they could provide quantitative analyses as
an aid to policy-making:

"Given the present and prospective state
of knowledge about econonic relationships,
the labour recuired for economic calculae
tion, and the fact that the most important
decision problems are unique experiecments,
it is inevitable that economic policy-
nakers and commentators must rely to a

large extent on guessiggiat the nmagnitudes
of cconomie effects." )

Hutchison was not alone in deploring bad guessing.
Irofessor Jewkes declared that, certainly, there

was nothing in econonists® science nor in their
past achievements which gave them any special
cleim to be able to foretell the future(1§).

Some economists, like A.C.L. Bay, becanme
champions of entry:s other, like N. Kalder,
opponents, Balogh first favoured closer working
with the Sterling Area, then with EBurope, then a
'going it alone' policy. The Observer sent out
a questionnaire to every professor and reader of
economics in Britain, and to at least one Fellow
in each Oxford and Cambridge college, and to a
few economists heading research institutes.

- -

(18) Hutchison, T.W.: lconomics and Zconomie
rolicy in Britain - s Pe

(18) Hutchison, T.W.: op.cit., p.203



Editorial comment found that if the Market was
regarded as a beginning and as an opportunity for
new initiatives, then the Government could be
confident that it had the great bulk of
préfessional opinion behind 1t(1%).

Chatham House remained a centre of European
sentinent through the negotiations. After
January 1963 it published Implications of the

Brussels Breakdown: it is significant that the
two, of four, essayists who were pro-European

were senior officials of Chatham House, the two
sceptios were outsiders.

Undoubtedly, the academic most publiecly active
was William Pickles. His publications - Keep
Britain Out, Not with Europe - revealed the
depth of his antipathy towards E.E.C.: he attack=
ed its "mixture of bureaucracy and anarey", its
agricultural and trade policies., He was influe
ential as one of Gaitskell's circle and as member
of several of Labour's unofficial committees, and in
the trade unions. Pickles had links with all the

(19) 0f one hundred and twenty-seven question-
naires distributed, eighty-three were
returned. Opinion on entry divided as
followss

Very much against
Against

Bvenly balanced

In favour

Very much in favour
Non-committal

(Observer, 14th October, 1962)

~»FEBou
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canpaigns opposing entry and suggested a
declaration by them warning the 8ix on the
doubtful status of a Conservative adhesion to the
Rome Treaty, The nation was being sold "a poli-
tical pig in an econonle poke", and the electorate
should be consulted.

in elite groups and in popular opinion there
was little implacable hostility to entry into
Durope. The Government moved in a very circumspee
namner and felt it had adequate support for negotis
tion, Opinion was never tested by a positive
Brusseels decision, However, whereas opinion at
the outset had been quiescent, hostility towards
Europe did mount during the second half of
negotiations,

The state of euphoria in which the Conserva=
tives left Llandudno in 1962 was shortlived.
Folle began to show a swing away fron the Govern=
ment and a hardening of opinion against eantry
becanme evident, On 12th December the Daily
Zelegraph gave results of Gallup Folls showing that,
since Cctober 1962, the percentage of those in
favour of Jjoining "on the facts as you know them at
present” had declined from forty-one to twentye
nine, and the percentage against joining had risen
from twenty-eight to thirtye-seven, (The pell slse
showed that faty-two percent, as against thirty-
seven percent in October, expected the lLabour
Party to win the next election,)

If the results of these polls were a check
on a governnent which might have planned extrava=
gant extensions of policy in order to gain entry
t0 EJE.C, there were also other warnings., Con=
servative candidates did very badly in a series of
five by-elections in November 1962, South Dorset,
on the 22nd November, gave the Goverament cauce
for thought,
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Lord Hinchinghrooke had succeeded his father
as Barl of Sandwich and had given up his Commons
geat., CSandwich, with a big local following, had
prooised support to Angue Maude the pro-iarket
official Conservative candidate ot the dy-election.
He then withdrew his supprort and gave it to
Sir Tliers Debenham, a former president of the cone~
stituency organization. Jandwich and Debenham
built their canpaign on opposition to Common
Harket entry, chlelly on the argument that a high
cost=of=-1living would ensue. They received active
support from Lord Beaverbrook. The Conservative
vote was split: the unofficlal candidate secured
over five thousand votes, allowing the Labour cane
didate to win by seven hunired votes.

The Cuban crisis added a new elenent to the
Brussels nogotiotions which is difficult to assess
but which may have been important. The crisis
dranatdzed the inequality and the lack of balance
in the Atlantic Alliance and precipitated the
debate on rurope's role in determining the policies
of the Alliarces

",..the somewhat xenophobic mood that

was apparent in the United Kingdom during
November and December 1962 can be

explained by the fact that both Cuba and
the Common llarket nerotiations were under=
lining, in diflerent ways, a changed situa=
tion which had been accep%ed intellect-
ually, btut not yet emotionally, the mood of
the country wndoubtedly made it difficuld
for the British Government to make
concessions."(19)

(Cf. G.McDermott: Ambassador Crmsby-Gore was
treated almesct as a member of the Xennedy
cabinet. ) (16)

(16) The Bden leracy, p.i84
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(14) At the end of his period as Ambassador in
Paris, in September 1960, Sir Gladwyn Jebb asked
de Gaulle what his reaction would be if Britain
applied to join B.E.C.. De Gaulle replied that
such a prospect was too remote to be worth
serious consideration. At Strasbourg, before the
Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe on
2nd March 1961, Couve de Hurville said that the
Common Market was open to any other Buropean
country wishing to join and for some this was a
valld possibility. This was taken by Britain to
nean that, while odbjecting to half-measures,
Prance's reaction to a British initiative would
be favourable.

Tierson Dixon reported that at the New Year's
Day reception at the Elysee in 1962 de Gaulle was
more than usually warm towards him: he would
conaider dining privately at the British Embassy
(for the firet time). But Dixon believed in a
French conspiracy. In Morch 1962 the Algerian
question was settled but an election was nears
de Gaulle did not relish zoinz to the polls as a
declered anglophobe, In May, Pompidou, the new
Frime Minister, was convinced by his collsagues
that it was obvious to the Prench people that de
Gaulle intended to leep Britain out of the Market,
and that this was an electoral liability.
Pompidou then spoke to de Baulle who agreed to
be more friendly towards Britain,

The French irecident appeared to be gene
uinely surprised by Hacmillan during their
June 1962 neceting at the Chateau de Chanps, surs
prised that Macmillan saw Britain's future role as
being a Eurorean one. Couve de Murville stated
on 13th June in the Assemblee Nationale that the
BeHBsCu's and Britain's interests were perhaps not
irreccncilable and that France saw little point
in discussing political unity until it was known
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whether the United Xingdom was to be in or out
of Burope. France had, perhaps, begun to
believe in British entry.

Observers belicve that FPrench representeat=
ives at Brussels were not working under orders
from de Gaulle to keep Britain out - they appreared
to have the widest freedom within the policy of
making osure that, if Britain did enter Europe,
then Frunce should exact the beat possible terms,
The final decision was the Generalts, French
officials negotiated in good faith. (Conserva-
tives at Llandudno in 1962 bought 'Yes' badges:
Nora Beloff was asked by a FPrench &iplomat %o
bring a2 pocketful to Brussels for the Prench
delegation te wear(l).

At the end of October 1962 the French had
their referendun to decide on the question as to
whether the Iresident should bs elected by direct
rather than indirect suffrage: a large majority
favoured a change, In November the General
Election gave de Caulle a clear majority in the
Hationzl Assembly. One does not have to accept
the Pierson Dixon conspiracy theory to feel that
the French refereandum and election (of 18th and
25th November) created the circumstunces in which
a rupture with Britain was possible.

On 1llth Jamuary 1967 Couve de Murville
lunched at the British ¥mbeesy in Paris and was
reassuring, On the 1l4th Jenuary came the press
conference and de Gaunlle's judicial sentence:
on the 29th, in Brussels, came the execution,
Between the two dates Pierson Dixon saw de Caulle

——T T £ g . -— . - e S W S RGP GDD

(1) 2he General Sa . No, r.142
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three times without being able to make any impact
on the rresident., Dixcn reports that some
Prench ministers were still confident that a
positive outcome could be achieved, Couve de
Murville being among them(2). Heath was in
Brussels "t{idying-up the procedural nachinery
which would be set in motion by entry" - dealing
with the questions of the distribution of votes,
the use of English as an official languaze, and so
on., On the very day of de Gaulle's press cons
feraence, l4th January, lieath discussed the
question of the English translation of part of
the Rome Treaty(3).

Sir Prank Lee says that the British, in
previous yeors, had iundced wanted a strong French
governnment. We had, however, deluded ourselves
about the intensity of de Gaulle's orposition.
During negotiationg we always had the hope that
France would see recson, that, as Macmillan had 1%,
"Yoruser would turn" (i7, Clivier Wormser, a yrom=
inent FPrench civil servant and representative at
Brussels. He hal onece explained to his Quail
d'0rsay colleagues that he could not bear the idea
of Britain losing its fine inperial identity by
merging with Durope). ¥e were wrong(4).

+ The United Stotes had treated Britain as a
major power and as a close ally, deserving of
special consideration and trust -« as seen in the
1959 amendnent of the Naclahon Act which permitted
the sharing of Arerican nuclear knowledge with the -
British, By comparison, Prznce, with an unstadle

(2) Double Dirloma, pp.301=302

(3) Op.eit., pp.301-302
(4) see Hoted . p.(8Y
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government, a large Communist party, a war in
Algeria, and fewer cultural ties with the United
States, had long been regarded with suspicion.
This represented a miscaleulation. TFrance's
power, wunder de Gaulle, grew while Britain's
stagnated: American policies, to the degree
that they were inconsistent with Furopean power
trends, made the admission of Britain to E.E.C.
more difficult and strained relations within the
Community(l). As for Germany, the United States
haé¢ welcomed her inclusion in Vestern Furopean
Union and in H.A.T.0. but, in the 'Sixties,
American links with Germany were not as close as
they had been under lisenhower and Dulles. By
contrast, German links with France became very
close.

Cn 4th July 1962 Kennedy made his
*Declaration of Interdependence' speech(2). In
this he appeared for a partnership between the
United States and a strong and united Europe.
Instead of being a stimulus to rapid consolida-
tion of Burope, 1t contributed to de Gaulle's
conviction that the British membership of E.B.C.
would prejudice his own design for Europe:

"American policies .. made the admission
of Britain more difficult and strained
relations within the E,E.C.. France, as
an internal leader of the union endeavour=
ing to reduce American influence in Europe,
did not want the most trusted ally of the
former external elite in the E.E.C. De
Gaulle pointed out to a visiting group of
deputies on 24th January 1963 that Britain
disqualified itself as a Buropean power

at Nassau by allowing one of the vital
attributes of its national sovereignty,
the British nuclear deterrent, to become

s r——

(1) Ztzioni,A.: rolitical Unification, p.246

(2) Kitzinger, U.: The Zuropean Common ke
and Community, pp. -




GO{Qndont on the United States, and
allowing the United States unilater

to cancel its earlier commitments to
deliver Skybolt missiles without even

a protest from London. Britain in Europe,
the General saldy; would be like a

*$ravelling salesman' of United States
interests."(3)

Said QOpera Mundi-Burope, on 24th January 1963
"On peut dire aussi que les paroles prononcéol
par le fondateur de la Vie Republique, le

14 janvier 1963, paraissent inspirées presque

plus par sa méfiance envers Washington qu'envers
Londres".(4)

(3) Etzioni, A.t op.cit., p.246

(4) dJouve, Edmon: Le General de Gaulle et
la Construction de SUTrOpe sDe



6. The 'Package’

The Brussels negotiations were com-
plex and threw up their own technical
vocabulary - the Common External Tariff,
variable levies, reverse preferences,
déealage, and 80 on., It was part of
British reaction to the Prench veto to
declare that much had been achieved in the
way of agreement between herself and the
Six. BRdward Heath, in his final state-
ment in Brussels on 29th January, 1963 said:
"The plain fact is that the time had come when
the negotiations were for some, 00 near to

success. It is clear to the world that they

) o
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have been halted, not for any technical or
econonic reasons, but on purely political
grounds and on the insistence of a single
Governnent,"(1)

Conservative literature offers a neat and
almost convinecing list of provisional agree-
ments reached with the Six botoro breakdowns

natoriale and tropical foodstuffs
would aave had free entry into the
enlarged Common Market. This offer
would have remained o degpite the
fact that certain Af an countyries
were as yet unwilling, for political
reagons, to acdept ii;

ong {ree
on's tea

> . Qy
oxporta. and con hensive trade
agreenents for three countriea’
panufactured goods; reduction of
the Common Bxte Tariff to sero
in the case of some minor industrial
products, and its application by
stages for othersg

po aY
tcnporato toodaturt tho comnunity
expressed its 1utcnt ursue a
reasonable price policy witgin
framework of world-wide agraementa;
there was recognition of the need
for special provislions to deal with
New Zealand's particular problenms,
Raw materials such as wool and jute
would have duty-free entry;

8 having
agecep ¢ ol a common
agricultural poliey for the Comnmunity,
the Government proposed certuin
arrangeuents for the United Kingdom
in the trannitianal period; they also
2;:20006, the Comuunity accepted,

it should adogt the practice of
an Annual Review,(2)

(1) Ca.mpl, M. w.. p0492
(2) Compalsn Guide 1964, pr.467-468
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A resolution adopted by the EBuropean
Parlliament on 6th February 1963 invited the
Buropean Commission to report to it on the
state of the negotiations between Britain and
the Six on 29th January 1963. The report,
published on 26th February, 1963, offers a
much more realistic assessment of the difficule
ties etill to be solved by the parties:

“Many points left in abeyance nay be
classified as of minor consequence.
In the tariff field in particular,
the tactieal manceuvring inseparable
fron negotiations had ce

delayed in nmany cases the settlement
of secondary problems fur which
there was no reason to believe that
a solution could not be [ cund,
Broadly speaking it may be said that
the normal visions of the Treaty
and the decision-making powers of
Community institutions could certainly
have been accepted as providing the
means of reaching a roaa:::g&o solu=
tion of many prointe refe to in
this report which stem from minor or
guite special economic problena,

"On the other hand, it is important
not to minimige certain questions which
were still unanswered (apart from the
problen of relations with the E.F.T.A.
countries, the terms of which were
rather special), With regard to
ten te foodstuffs from the Conmone
wealth, although a solution had been
put forward for cereals, its extension
to certain other produo%a night atill
have reised difficulties, even though
the broad lines were already laid downe

"Again, even though some measure
of agreement had been reached as to
the final stage regarding British
agriculture, it would be a mistake to
underectimate the importance for the
Comnunity of effective transitional
arrangeuentis ensuring the progressive
integration of the economies of the
Hember states and the final establishe
ment of a single markei,”(3)
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If the Commission belicved that it was
impossible to say that negotiations with Britainm
would have succeeded, but that it was equally
certain that they had not failed, what are the
mature views of the British negzotiators
themegelvesn?

If Heath was confidnt that a "package' for
agreenent existed, Herbert Andrew is more
dautious. There was 2 block of stone there
for chiselling, and chiselling was definitely
needed., If de Gaulle's mind had moved the
other way there existed maiveriul to work upon,
Gorell Barnes has saild that the elemonts of
agreement existed but several important topies
had never been touched. There had been no
final settlement on temperate agriculture.

The always difficult problem of British agrie-
culture had received indeterainaie treatment =
some of the things discussed within this context
were ‘phoney's the important gquestion of the
impact of the Community's system of agricultural
finance upon our balance~of-payments "never
came to the crunch."(4) TLooking back, Gorell
Barnes belleves that rlerson Dixon would have
sald that we had not succeeded at Brussels.

Duncan Uandys has admitted that a lot was
left unsettled at Brussels, To the items
mentioned avove we can adds

".ee 10 outline agreement had been
reached on horticulture., Lacking
conmunity regulations little pro-
gress had been made on sugar, although
& precise agreement on the stzatus of
the Commonwealth Sugar Agreement was
clcarly a 'must', Arrangements for
the other E.F.T.A. countries, one

of the major pre-conditicns of United
Kingdon entry lutc the L.L.CU., had not

————— N — s S——

(4) See also pe.+et '25%.
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been defined. Most important

of all a satisfactory agreenent
over the future of New Zealand
exports of agricultural produce
was still a very long way off."(5)

Thus, if de Gaulle was wrong in saying that
negotiations had been at a standstill since
October 1962, it leans too far the other way
to say that the break-off came Just as the
two sides were on the verge of agreement.

In the event, official meetings and un-
told hours of 'corridor work' failed to
produce a convincing 'package’.

g sty <

(5) Butterwick, M.and Rolfe, B.N.:
op.cit., pp. 78=79
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7. Qonclusions

This thesis began with a short review of
analytical elements necessary to the work: refer-
-ence was made to the intern: : Ans
formation and integration, mtomw
and policy-making. Hention was made also to the
post-war development of collective governmental
action reflected in the so-called 'Alphabet
Polities' and to criticisms of United Kingdem
adaptivity in the field of foreign-policy
formation.

The body of the thesis has been devoted to
United Kingdom reaction to the 'relance européenne’
and to Macmillan's exercise in seeking entry to the
Buropean Economnic Community -~ after the Free Trade
Area failure and the Buropean Free Trade Association

solution de rechange - while abandoning the !tbree
circlea' foreign policy.

In this conclusion it remains to estimate the
activity that occurred in the Bruesels negotiating
arena, to judge how Bdward Heath, the 'Flyinug
Knights' and Whitehall conducted themselves, given
the problems of the negotiating process. Because
of their influence upon the negotiations, however,
a few paragraphs must be devoted first to the
review of options and the initiative.



(1) Zhe Review of Options

Eventually, failure and stagnation at home
and a recognition of loss of status abroad
ocecasioned a review of options., The 1959 election
victory was quickly followed by a crowding-in of
problems, As the 'Sixties began the political
egenda was fully in January 1960 the Government
imposed restrictive economic measuress in
February a new formula - seven per cent of G.N. P, =
was amnounced for defence expenditure and in April
the Blue Streak programme was cancelledy in
October the Monckton Commission began to look for
a solution to one of Britain's last major colonial
problems, The Paris summit came to nothing.

The rethinking of foreign policy was difficult
and the teke-up of new options not simple.
Although British resources were those of a medium
power only, British interests remained worldwide.
Britain needed permanent partners, but the partners
were different according to whether one approached
the problem from the defence or the economicw
industrial point-of-view,

Some easement of the British dilemma came
from the United States - she was happy with E.E.C.
acceleration plans and her attitude to British
entry was not unfavourable. Anmerican views were
very important to Britain - witness the reception
of George Ball in Whitehall in March 1961, (% abow,pl)

A few influential eivil servants began to
re-examnine Britain's place in the world system and,
along with a few of Macmillan's associates and a
few parliamentarians, they were ready to urge the
Prime Minister on. The elements within the civil
service who supported Macmillan's thinking - none
more important than Sir Prank Lee at the Treasury -
were people who had lately arrived at positions of
influence. There had occurred no deliberate
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refashioning of Whitehall in a European image.
The Foreign 0ffice, which had failed to keep pace
with Buropean thinking, now developed & European
conviction, but this development was not mirrored
throughout Whitehall,

Additionally, Macmillan reacted to events in
Europe - To E,E.C. acceleration plans, and to the
French and German rapprochement. From August 1960,
prolonged private exchanges with all governments of
the Six occurred. Sufficient encouragement came
fron these exchanges for Macmillan to make a
positive nove. The meetings with Chancellor
Adenauver in August 1960 and February 1961 appear
to have been very inportant in shaping the Prime
Minister's thoughts. German agricultural
interests and a general fear of French instability
lay behind an apparently favouradble predisposition
towarde Britain.

(i1) ZThe tiatl

In July 1961 Hacmillan made a major strategie
move., Compared with the Free Trade Area venture,
the E.B.C. negotiations were given a status of
priority. The decision before Britain called for
an enormous amount of activity, in many forums and
interest areas, in a relatively short space of
time. Important value consequences were involved.
Decision situations with these characteristics may
be considered as crises(l).

Conditions were not favourable for the
launching of the new policy. Macmillan's

(1)

i vony.
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initiative was a response to domestic and
external failure and was launched from a position
of moral and tactical weakness, Failure and
stagnation existed at home, and in the E.E.C. an
inpression of dynamic development - the E.B.C.
discussed acceleration of tariff reductions, the
first stage of her Common External tariff, and
political union. For the Irime lNinister this
represented a 'shifting environment' and the need
to apyroach the E.E.C. appeared to be thrust upon
him,.

Macmillan had 'friends at court'. The Duteh
wanted our participation on talks on political
union, and Germen interests in British entry have
been mentioned above, However, the need to defend
the B.E.C. against de Gaulle set limits to the
support which could be given to a British
candidature.

The announcement of July did not betoken a
philosophical commitment towards Europe on the part
of the Prime Minister. 1In the early 'Fifties he
had deplored the 'absurd constitution-making' of
the Europeans: now entry into Burope was
obviously regarded with something less than
enthusiasn, The Irime Minister was ahead of most
of his cabinet but he was not a 'prime mover':

*"In polities, Macmillan was an inaginative
eclectic. 1In the 1930's he had joined

forces with minority opinion in an attempt

to solve the cconomic problems of the period
and had given political exprestion to new
econonic thinking, In 1960, he likewise

drew political sustenance from the views

of groups of 'Buropeans' in public life and
power from a wind of 'Buropeanism' which (as
is the habit with political fashions) began to
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blow from nore than one quarter at this
time for reasons that cannot be subjected
to precise analysis."(2)

(i11i) The Negotiations

On several counts the status of the Brussels
discuasions was in doubt. Vagueness in the pre-
July 1961 period on the nature of a possible
rapprochenment with Zurope continued over into the
new period. HNo formal cabinet decision about talks
was taken and lecmillan's declaration in the
Commons - "we must make an application to see our
way further" - did not clearly demonstrate a
'European vocation',

Entry to B.E.C, would involve the acceptance
of a new kind of sovereignty - important decisions
would be nade in the community instead of in the
national sphere. It is clear that in the
Government's decision %0 move towards Europe the
political considerations were the controlling
ones - the eivil service interdepartmental review
hed stressed the political case (3) for entry and
this had been acinmowle@sd in the Frime linister's
July statement.

Yet the economic case was given greatest
publicity at home - the tactic was to "get into
Europe on an economic ticket". Further, Edward
Heath, Henry Brooke, Joseph Godber and others,
through 1961 and 1962, stressed the commercial
nature of the E.E.C. and referred to the

{(2) Butt,R.: "The Common Market and Conservative
Party Tolities, 1961-1962" %gzggggggg_ggg
Opposition, April - duly, 1967, .

(3) "I had great syupa with the Poreign Office
in their view that move towards Zurope
was more political than econonic,” says
S8ir Prank Lee. (Interview)
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‘Buropean trade problem', It was even stated
that, with Britain a member, the Community would
be different in shape and purpose - Britain could
veto proposals for federal extensions.

In April 1962 Heath stressed the need to
strengthen the Atlantic Alliance. Britain still
adhered to 'Atlanticism', The Atlantic Alliance
might be no substitute for E.E.C. membership, but
perhaps the latter could bolster the former.

Throughout the negotiations in Brussels a
decision on principle was deferred while attention
wag given to detail., Despite the extent of
political activity, for the most part a crisis
atnosphere was lacking, The negotiators here
considering a historic redeployment of national
resources, did not negotiate with adequately
informed ardour. The United XKingdom govermment
was not quite sure of its strategic purpose
(above, Pp.¥ 1) = witness the ambivalence of mini-
sters towards political integration in Europe.

(In 1962, de Gaulle's reservations about =.2,0.
politieal unity could not, with impunity, be echoed
by an applicant country.)

Bacmillan launched new economic poliecies
during our period - the National Economic
Development Council was announced in July 1961 and
the National Incomes Commission a year later - and
was vigorous enough to carry through his great
cabinet reshuffle in 1962. In respect of Burope,
Gorell Barnes asserts, things were different.
During the negstiations Macmillan was getting
tired - he had possessed the élan to get talks
started, but not to see them through.

Bdward Heath evidently failed to compensate
for Macmillan's lack of §lan. Duncan Sandys's
suggestion that the Brussels talks should have been
raised to prime ministerial level in the summer of
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1962 might Le seen as an implied criticism of
Heath, What were Heath's weaknesses as a
negotiator?

The Lord Privy Seal was evidently not a
'European' at the outset of the talks, But, at
least, his status was clear - he had a brief
(ef, Maudling's rag-bag of responsibilities
during the earlier free trade talks., Above, p. 7).

Edward Heath in Brussels held on too long to
unrealistic demands. Initially there existed in
¥hitehall some belief in a relatively short time-
table for negotiation and entry, a realization that
the Brussels regotiations represented a major
diplomatic effort. But the United Kingdom team
were not agreed on 'what to give away'.

Ms Clappier's observation about time lost during
the summer of 1962 is well made (above, p.'07).

Edward Heath, personally, betrayed a grave
weakness - his avidity for detail. His method of
working not merely slowed down proceedings in
Brussels but also drew the attention of the Six
to raw questions of principle they themselves had
not yet fully explored. Il is possible to excuse
Heath since he suffered political restraints in
having to report back to the Commons (or in having
to keep a promise %o publish "hite Fapers when the
Comnons was not sitting)., Pinally, however, one
must say that diplomacy forgot policy. HRemembering
the maxim that "diplomacy is cobbling rather than
creation” one must say that generals should not
allow tactical dispositions to obscure strategic
goals, In Brussels, Heath failed to maintain
strategic purpose,

Civil servants executed their departmental
probes (4) and carried out extensive diplomatic

(4) "I suspect that these exaninations in depth
which we are always being told have been
made into the implications of joining the
Common Market have been pretty amateur,"

(Jo Grimond The Guardian, 18th August,1967)

!
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investigation with European governments, Howe

ever efficient these probes and investigations were
- there appears to be some ecvidence of an inadequate
‘operational base' (adove, p. 3/ ) = eventual
negotiations in Brussels betrayed some lack of

grip.

NHeglecting the possibility that Whitehall had
not yet rid itself of Freec Trade Area thinking - of
thinking in terms of 'accommodation with' rather
than 'entry into' Burope -~ demands related to
entry often failed to show adequate realism.

Some British demands illustrated a lack of aware-
ness of realistic outcomes. With the E.E.C.
itself in a critical stage of evolution a greater
degree of professional awareness was demanded.

As far as Herbert Andrew (above, pJ/%4) was
concerned the Brussels negotiations were a 'well-
played mateh', Some lack of sympathy between
Brussels negotiators and Whitehall evidently
existed (see Sir Bric Roll ebove, p./29) but, on a
technical level, one cannot find fault with the
degree of interdepartmental co-operation which
supported the negotiations, In reference to
those pressures of multilateral diplomacy mentioned
above (p.’/) only Sir Pierson Dixon appears %o
have suffered significant fatizue as a result of
double burden of work in Brussels and Paris. The
two First Secretaries who carried much of the
weight of official work in Brussels were evidently
overworked too.

How may one summarisge the substantive and
procedural differences existing between the
Whitehall departuents as revealed by interviews
with participants in the negotiations?

The Foreign 0ffice had exhibited a conspicuous
lack of interest in the earlier Free Trade Area
talks, but, in 1960, it was in a 'European Frenzy'.
Herbert Andrew makes the point that the '0ffice!
had "woken up" (abeve, p+5 ). The Foreign



0ffice was taken by surprise when the E.E.C.

began to move &t an unexpectedly rapid pace and
was particularly concerned when serious discussion
began in Burope on political unification. The
Buropean Organizations Department of the Foreign
Office acted as the prineipal briefing division
for the Brussels Team, two of whose three

official heads were '0ffice' people (above, p.'°1),
But the early 'frenzy' did not convert itself inte
adequately seriouc dedication. If one discerns a
lack of grip on negotiations in Brussels, remember=
ing the department's reputation for detachment, one
nay lay at the Foreign 0ffice door some of the
blame for the lack of pace in the negotiations.

The Treasury had suffered an early postewar
diminution of interest in Europe and a revival of
interest came only with the change fronm NMakins to
Lee at the top (above, p«s50). At Brussels the
Treasury's quiescence was odd and so was the fact
that sterling 4id not become a Ysticking-point'.

But, here, one must award praise: the 'agree now,
argue later' gambit -« which would have been
eminently reasonable in the context of agriculture(5)
- appears to have worked for the Treasury.

The Colenial Office representative at Brussels,
who had been worried by a Whitehall 'vendetta'
against the Six on the matter of association
agreements (above, p.> (), displayed "sympathy and
engagenent® with negotiating problems in Brussels,
Hampered by fewar pressures, the Board of Trade
representative nevertheless showed realism in

(5) The Common Agricultural rolicy was in the
initial phase of preparation. "The United
Kingdon side did not really understand much
about it," comments a Foreign 0ffice
participant, "and the Commission made much
of this mystique.” ;



negotiation. Commonwealth Relations, either
from conviction or because of the quality of its
representatives in Brussels, seems not to have
exhibited Mucmillan's realism towsrds Commonwealth
interests and towards the legaecy of 'intimacy of
exchange"',

If a ‘community of intereat' did not exist
at Brussels as far as the British side was cone
cerned one must explain this chiefly by reference
to the fairly severe criticisns made of
Agriculture's representatives. The delaying
power attributed Vo Agriculture - and to a much
lesser extent by Commonwealth Relations -« muat be
accounted & significant factor in the eventual
fallure of negotiations,

Until July 1961 there had existed in Britain
an attitude 'excluding asgriculture' from possible
changes involved in entry into Europe and little
detailed consideration of the problem of British
agriculture within the Common Narket appears to
have been made,

In Brussels the lack of preparatory work was
evident and some Foreign 0ffice irritation has been
expressed at Agriculture's fallure to "evaluate
the situation®. The most surprising revelation
to the writer was the minietry's disclaimer - that
the departmeont was not a majJor participant in the
negotiatione (above, p.!32) Weight must be given
to the opposition to Common Market entry shown by
the ministry's rermanent Secretary(6).

(6) In 1971 a Common !gggﬁt Satefggg%o Conmittee
nanifesto was compose )2 gevher
both oppronents to E.E.C. and the sceptics,
"There are several surprise names, ineluding
those of Sir John Winifrith, who was
Yermanent Secretary, Hinistry of Agriculfure
during the Brussels negotiatlion of 1567-68
(sic), Lord Woolley, former president of the
HePoUssso” (The Times, 5.2.1971)

(v
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Organizational arrangements in Brussels
were not ideal but were not under the control of
the United Kingdom team, The U.X. representatives
negotiated with the nominees of six governments -
delegation of the negotiating function to the
Comnission had not been possidle. The Six had to
act in unison. Close personal relations which
existed between the negotiators did not compensate
for the long process of obtaining top~level agree-
ment for everything - very little delegation to
conmittees occurred. It took six months of
exploration to clagssify items for negotiaztion before
the Brussels talks began in earnest.

The management of the international arena by
the United Kingdom government during the negotiations
involved relations with the United States, the
Council of Europe, Western Huropean Union, and the
Europsan Free Trade Association. Of most
importance, in this context, as a wider issue
obtruding onto the negotiantions, was de Gaulle's
concern to modify the organizational arrangements
and the command structure of N.A.T.O.

The French had emerged as the strong power
within the Community. French negotiators had
secured a Treaty to their own specifications and
they always knew what kind of Europe they wanted.
Skilled in the art of negotiating from weakneas,
the French at Brussels were able, decspite some
hostility from thelr community partners, to exploit
British hesitation and divisions., But de Gaulle
was not hostile to UV.K. entry from the
outset (see ¥ote > , p.!St).

Eventually, Macmillan's major error was to
act ae if defence and politico-economic questions
were not linked. The French feared American
'Oﬁggfmination‘ and de Gaulle's goodwill (see

y Be!5) was dissipated when Macmillan cone
¢luded his rolaris agreement with Kennedy at Nassau,
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The goodwill of Prance's community partners,
together with the repeated declarations in
Britain's interest made by M. liomnet's Action
Comnittee (an unofficial body), were not enough
to overcome de Gaulle's hostility towards Britain,
If in negotiation the United Kingdom team were
adninistratively adequate (whioch has been
questioned, above), their prime minister was
nevertheless politically naive. Hacmillan and
his colleagues falled to see lssues from a French
viewpoint, '

The sequence of French domestic events - the
strengthening of de Gaulle through an election and
a referendum - did not *fit' the British sequence.
As de Gaulle consolidated his position, Macmillan's
became weaker.

Before the Bruseels meetings Macmillan was
reducing his demands made on behalf of the
Commonwealth: during the Brussels meetings
he made his 'declaration of independence’. The
result of the 1962 prime ministers' confere
ence was that United Kingdom negotiators were free
to make their initiatives in Brussels. It is
noteworthy, however, that for every six hours spent
by Heath in talking with the Six, he spent eight
with representatives of the Commonwealth and B.F.T.A.
(The *Londen Agreement' had appeared to constitute
2 major restriction on Heath's negotiating free-
dom, In fact, B.¥.T.A. problemns were not
exhaustively sreated in Brussels.)

(1v) Zarticipatory Democrsoy

Macmillan exercised his prime ministerial
freedom to act in a typically oblicue manner., In
making his Common Market initiative he gambled
upon a development of BEuropean sentiment in his
party and in the country as the Brussels talks
proved successful,
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Macmillan's position in respect of his
party was strong after the 1959 election. He
was able to attempt policies outside the party
tradition and, indeed, the party was made to
shift its interest from the past to the future.
IFlanning, incomes policy, and Burope were part
of a single revolution.

Nevertheless, the E.E.C, move flew in the
face of Conservative instinets, and of many
agricultural and some Commonwealth-industrial
interests traditlonally supporting the party.

An extensive programme of party re-education

had to be carried out - by William Deedes and
others - and was %o prove a little too successful
at the party’s 1962 conference.

In the Commons anti-marketeers organized
thelr canpaign carefully. In debates in the
House they avoided either voting against the
Government or deliberately abstaining on the
European lssue as a gesture of hostility.

Instead they made use of the Order Iaper. As
noted above, a dogree of harassment in the
Commons fed Edward Heath's disposition to accuire
detailed definition and explanation.

The Labour Farty's official estand against
an easy settlement in Brussels engendered con-
tinental doubts about the United Kingdom's long
term adhesion to Zurope. It has been argued that
the Labour position stemmed from an inherent lack
of interest in Europe. ZElectoral calculation was
also present. Gaitskell played his part in the
outcone of the Brussels negotiations; his
opposition was certainly heightened by his belief
that HMacmillan was going to use Burope to *'dish
the Socialists' (see Notof. Pe ¥l )e

Remarkably 1little ecan be said about the
European preoccupations of industrialiste during
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our period. In general, interest groups did

not exercise much control on governuent, with
the exception of the National Farmers' Unions.
The N.FP.U, = J.D. Stewart's 'beau ideal' of
British preseure groups - was very active and
elive and provides an interesting case-study

of effective interest articulation, an encap-
sulated environmant within the total process.
Here there obviously existed some control over
British foreign policy-formation. The N.P,U.

at the time of the veto were still holding firm
in their opprosition. Their representative,

Mr. Weingarten, claims they were merely taking part
in an 'evolutionary situation', while the
Furopean agricultural situation was undoubtedly
evolutionary, so was the United Kingdom agricule
tural situation, with potential splits of
menbership facing the N.F.U.

In regard to the campaigners one fact is
worthy of note. In contrasting Campaign and
League activity one sees a curious reversal of
roles. Usually right-wing pressure is exercised
quietly in the corridors of power while radical
orators strive to arouse the populace, Here
the Campaign, on the whole, worked discreetly
while the League held its great public meetings.

The 'public!' is not a passive environment -
it works on the politicians who, in their turn,
seek to work upon the public. In the evolution
of British relations with Europe since 1945
public opiniorn wae never rallied by government
action, Informed opinion on Europe slowly changed
after 1956 but, by 1959, only a small minority of
parliamentary candidates even mentioned the
Common Market(l).
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(1) Butler, D.E. and Rosos CeRe: JBritish General

Election of 1959, p.152
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In 1962 the Govermment was reluetent to
nobilize mass opinion for fear of prejudicing ite
position in Brussels, and the wider publiec
remeined confused. British people continued
to live on their 7elfare State island, not
deeply committed either way on RBurope (the
Polls showed a hardening of orinion against entry
towards the end of 1962), Had the Government
been able to give the publie 2 strong, early lead
on Zurope, particularly if this had been a bie
partisan lead, the advantages for Fdward Heath in
Brussels would have been considerable, (Clifford
Jupps "The Government did not 'plug entry' at any
time, 1t seemed to be powerless. This was the
problem - perhaps more should have been done".)

Kenneth Younger, shortly after the Brussels
breskdown, wrote:

"eo it 18 surely no matter for
congratulation that, during more than

& decade of discussion, public opinion
was never crystallised by the kind of
grand debate which regularly convulses

the United States, The reault was that,
throughout the Bruasels negotiations, it
never emerged from ite confusion to play a
constructive part in the moulding of
events,"(2)

Had integration been preached publie opinion might
well have responded,

Having coaxed the nation out of the shock
of Suez, Mecnillan inched the country towards
Burope while stressing the econonic gains,
Macmillan's task was to persuade the electorate to
accept a diminished place in the world., His luck
of frankness on the political implications of entry
into Surope was no way to prepare the electorate
for a historic change of direction, and no way to «
convince Buropeans of our commitment., De Gaulle

(2) Younger,X.: "rublic Opinion and British ¥
roli in Internation oo, oreign
Noul.3084 Afiairs, Vol.40,
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found 1t all too easy to point out to Europe
the lack of choange in the British national temper.

(v) ZThe Settlement

Finally one must refer back to what was said
about the 'Package’, Clifford Jupp belicves
that, in January 1963, the British tean knew what
basls for agreement exlsted, what legree of scttle=
ment had occurred, but that, in Whitehall,
Commonwealth Relations and Agriculture would have
resisted an agreement to sign the B.E.C. Treaty.
It ia doubtful whether, among winlstiers, Butler
could have been peorsuaded to accept such a signature
and more tlan residual opposition probably existed
in the psruons of Huilsham and Maudling.

5ir Prank Leey at the Treasury in 1963, is
laconic about the Brussels failure: "Je were ten
years too late!". Maybe so. But agreeuents were
reached in Brussels and, remembering the strictures
of Butterwick and Rolfe (above, p./'2 ),one must
cenclude that the opportuhities of the ocoasion
were not seized. There was failure in organization
for negotlation and failure in policy-making.
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NoteA: Economic Management 1950-1963

1959

1960

1961

1962

1963

Cheerful budget
Total tax cuts £560millions
Election: 'Never had it so good!!

%!§§'§2§§’5% (January)

Hire Furchase con-

trols (April)
Credit squeeze
Bank Rate 6% (June)

P
g%ﬁihﬁ!*b cut (0ctober)

Hire rurchase cone-
trols relaxed (Decenber)

Beginning of speculation
against the round follow-
balance-of-payments
deficit and revaluation
of German Mark (March)

ate 754 (July)
'Little Budget'
Yay
Credit squeeze
£535mil1lions borrowed
from I.M.F, (August)

J

on ears,
bu Inreltncnt allow=
ances and other measures

to stinulate eco
!00toher-ﬂovembcr)

Bank Rate cut
Some purchase tax
concessions (Januvary)

BEx lonary Budget
£269million given in
tax relief (April)



The rrnaty { aims o 8
agriculturnl policy as tollo-n: t0 increase
agricul tural uctivity; to ensure a fair
standard-of- vigglizz those empleyed in agri-
cultures to sta markets; to guarantee
supplies; to ensure reascnable prices for
consumers (Articlo sg.h) Governuent obligae-
tions under the Agriculture Act 1947 are
not grea different. These are said to be %o
pronote maintains

;;a a stable :gd ctti:::nt agricu%tural ’
ua cups e of uecing suc o
the nation's food ang other 1cu1§::nl
produce as in the national interest it is
desirable to produoo in the United
Eingdom, and of produc it at mininum
prices consisten v{' with proper
renuneration and living cenditions for
farmers and workers in agriculture and an
adequate retuwrn on capital invested in
the industry.”(l)

The position of ulture in the British
ooonony is small relative to agriculture in
f:nd (One in twnnty British workers are on
in Burope three times as ¢ The
awbrnso aiso of British farme is seventy acres,
in Burope twenty-five acres. Agriculture con=-
tributes a twentieth to total uction in
Britain, in Europo a ninth, tain's depend=
ence on food im tgor head of population is
three times that of the Zuropean countries.)(2)
Public management of food production is cuite
gi{i:r.nt in the two groa:ad In Britain %nport
uties are generally low many o of agri-
cultural produce from the ccnnonwcaigg enter
dn:g free, This means that market £ ces are
lower than on the continent. he British
Governuent makes direct entes to the farmers
when the market price falls below the equitable
price set by price review boards,

"The fundamental features of the system are
that the farmer sells his produce in the
open market in cc:g:tition with inports
from the rest of world and the differ-

ence betwoca tho tvcrnge mnrket prico and

S
ormation cn.'Doaembcr 1962. .
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the guaranteed price ino met by the
deficiency payment from the ixchequer,
The consumer gets the advantage the
conpetition in the market., at the
same time, low food prices stinulate
consunption and widen the producer's
mt.'(’)

(Deficiency payments are not all., British
agriculture gets government help in the form of
g:aaxs for buildings, drninag:; and fertiliszers.

e white paper states that annual cost of
deficiency payments is £160millions, while
cloozillions goes on production and inprovement
granss,.

This syaten of support has several advan—
tages other than keeping down food prices - and
thus of industrial exporte: it affords g:g—
tection against pubsidised imports inte taing
it gives stability to an industry subject to
poople Gais & 12ving frem She lend Airectly
people a ¢ or
Lfrom the ancillnzgpfndustrieo producing machinery,
fertilisers, wool and food products. A signiflie-
cant contribution to exports is made by the farm
machinery induestry and a small but valuable
contribution by exports of feod producis.)

The L0 nnnaganant of agriculture, by
contrast involves help to farmers through conirel
of imports and employs duties and leviecs - a
system used by the British only to protect ;
horticulture, Zuropean farmers can sell produce
at pricea which do not meed supplements from
taxation, and food prices are maintiained at a
reletively high level,

Britich farmers have pointed out that agri-
culture is net the only ustry to receive state
support but that the form the support for their
industry takes inevitably invites content

rnrning is supperted in a which inevitabd
means t every inar, at 5:Z¢.c time, the cost
io lighteds(4) Por its part, the govera=
nent been concerned that e iture on

agriculture could vary considerably fron year
::oi"r owing to circumstances outside the con-
of farmer or governments

(’) 0nd.1249. ’Q‘. Plr.m?o
(4) Omnd.1249, para.l2.



(6C

"To the extent that the market be
depressed the amount of the deficiency
payment per unit of output becomes
E::::.r; and to the exteat that cutput
ases, the total amount of the
conuodity on which the deficicnoy pay-
nent is made again becomes greater,
As often as not, & fall in prices is the
consequence of 1noreased supprlies from
home or overseas, Whilst for certain
counodities the Exchequer conuitment
is in some respects limited, for most
it is open—ended."(5)

On a short-term, year-to-ysar busis the
governuent has had tocalculate iculture's
eificiency and, bearing in mnind the aid 1t hse

ven, es te -hattngsortion of increased
psoti{ should go te armer. Long-term
considerations have grown in inportance.

(5) Op.cit., para.l0
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Note C Hugh Gaitskell. Conditions demanded
by the Six were clearly affected by their

eatimate of British commitment. In this
connection the evelution of Gaitekell's
views 1is 1mportaht, and was possibly decisive
for Britain's chances.

In the summer of 1962 the Economist
estinated that eighty Labour H.F.'s were against
entry,seventy-five were in favour, and the rest
would follow their leader. Gaitskell, with
unilateralist and Clause Four battles so recent,
had to make a decision on Burope which was
clearly of crucial inportance for party unity.
(had it nmeant voting against entry into Europe,
Roy Jenkins and some other strong supporters
might have found difficulty in remaining in the
party.) Tora Beloff believes that suspicions
that Gaitskell was being less than frank over
Burope were encouraged by many months of subere
fuge., The Labour leader publiecly argued that he
favoured entry, but only on conditions within which
Europe would have ceased to be a community -
Gaitskell was for the Common Market but against
supranstionality. (At various times Gaitskell
advocaled greater control by the Council if
ministers over the Commission, and & weakening
of the two thirds majority rule - suggestion
which ran directly counter to the steps
M. Spaak and other Turopean Socialists demanded
to strengthen the Communities,) Gaitskell,
anmong other Labour Members, paid less attention %o

posaible Community achieveuwent then to restriction
oh naridnal —irecr\om. AF the 1962 cemferemce he,
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..savagely snubbed some of his most

lo followers who happened to be as
Buropean as they were Gaitskellite
and gave the anti-Gaitskellite Left a
sense that they had scored a
victory.” (2)

(Willi Brandt recorded the disappointment of
friends on the continent on the occasion of the
conference speech.)(3)

There is no doubt that Commonwealth
Socialist leaders did much to harden Gaitskell's
feelings over entry. Particular influence has
been attributed to the Indian Ambassador in
Brussels, B,K. Lell. (Shortly after the rupture
in Brussels India sought a trade agreement with
the Six precisely along the lines worked out
during the negotiations.)

Vas Gaitskell influential? Flers Dixon
guesses that Gaitskell in August 1962 may still
have been in favour of British entry but that,
by the time of his Decegber visit to Paris he
was firmly opposed. "He was unable to see de
Gaulle but he left Fompidou in no doudt of his
feelings. This change of front conveniently
played into the hands of the PFrench
Government.(4) Miriam Camps does not go so
far,: Gaitekell's position ecased the General's
task of breaking off negotiations:

"Mr, Galtskell visited Taris early in
Decenmber 1962 and in a speech to the
@nglo~-American Fress Association was not
only vor{ eritical of the concessions

nade by the British Government during

the negotiations but very outspoken about
the dangers he saw in a European
federation. He also had talks with

M. Mollet, M, Fompidou, and M, Couve de
Murville. After these talks, 8Suggestions
began to appear [emanating apparently from

lés 'Rodgers, WeTe: Op.cit., pp.155-156
(3) Rodgers, W.T.: op,cit., p.139
(4) Double Diploma, p.295
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both M. Mollet and French government
sources) that it might be better for the
British to be associated in some way with
the Common Market rather than to become
members, Some people have felt that
Mr, Gaitskell's talks in FParis at this
time contributed significantly to
General de Gaulle's decision to veto
British membership.of the E.E.C. This
seems improbably. On the other hand
Mr. Gaitskell's views lent useful vcri—
similitude to General de Gaulle's case
against the British.."(5)

Gorell Barnes has said, however that
Galtskell's position must have made a signifi-
cant effect on the Six., Nora Beloff thinks
that his status as posible next Prime Minister
gave him an influence at home and abroad that
finally enabled him to work, perhaps, decisively
for Britain's exclusion from Europe(6).

On 7th November, 1962 Gaitskell sought to
soften the negative impression of his stand in
relation to Europes he was no isolationist, but
wanted better and friendlier relations with
Europe. (George Brown, by contrast, became
more critical of E,E.C.'s demands upon Britain.
At this time he had to secure continuance of his
position as Deputy Leader in the Parliamentary
Labour Party. However, on 12th January, in
Dewsbury, with the party election behind him, he
went as far as to warn Macmillan that if he
sought to take Britain into Europe on unsatis-
factory terms he would do it without Labour and
without the large majority of the British people.)

(5) Camp, M.: op.cit. p.469 f£t.
(6) Beloff,N.: op.cit. p.l135
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Note D.: De Gaulle "France is Europe, de
Gaulle is France". This, says Duncan Sandys,

was the FPrench leader's belief. The negotia-
tions could have succeeded and we should have
pressed for a continuation of talks - the veto was
not real since a comprehensive draft agreement

did not yet exist. Clifford Jupp believes that
the veto showed that Prance believed that entry
was too near., The ground had been well-prepared,
thinks Sir Michael Praser, and de Gaulle's action
was the strongest indication of likely success.
Miriam Camps comments:

"On the evidence now available, it is
difficult to avoid the conclusion that
the Government of General de Gaulle
advocated membership for the United
Kingdom when they were confident that
there was no chance that the British
Government would apglk to Join, and
that they subsequently acted on the
assunption that the British Govern-
ment would not, in fact, be willing, or
politically strong enough, to aocep%
the terms which a strict reading of
the Treaty of Rome and of the suhse
decision of the Community implied."

Some support for these views is available from
the Peyrefitte memorandum, published in

June 1962(2). 1In this, a strategy with respect
to the United Kingdom which corresponded fairly

(1) Op.cit., p.500

(2) In June 1962 the Agence Internationale
d'Information pour la Fresse in Luxembourg
reproduced a memorandum on how to sell ithe
Gaullist conception of a European confera-
tion which, it said, had been written 1n tho
sumnmer of i9 n. Alain Peyrefitte
gy BTt e B i 1 Loy gt i
became the French linister of Information.
In this memorandum ways of exploiting the
hopes and making use of the forms of
language of the 'Buropeans' to attain
Gaullist ends were very cynically outlined.
(Camps,M.: op.cit., p.500 footnote.)
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closely with that later followed by the French
Government was suggested. The General, says
Reginald Maudling, was at all times determined
to say "No"(3).

One French historian has said that three
sets of factors could explain de Gaulle's
nistrust of Britain: the behaviour of the
English during the war, and their non-participa-
tion in the building of Europe after the war;
the slowness of the Brussels negotiationss
and, the excessive demands mede by Britain
at Brussels - "les anglaid ne savaient pas se
plier aux regles". L'Express, 7th June 1962
observed:

"Au fond, de Gaulle veut fair une
Euro?e dont il aurait la direction..
Si 1l'Angleterre s*intégrait a 1'Europe,
au econtraire, la France surait la une
partenaire avec qui i1 faudrait
compter et tout serait change."(4)

(3) Letter

(4) Jouve, Edmond: Gen de Gaulle e
Cons i de ’ » Pe
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To the above one must add nuclear considera-
tions. At the time of the June 1962 meeting of
Macmillan and de Gaulle at the Chateau de Champs
the latter was much concerned with the problems
associated with the production of France's
nuclear weapons. Suggestions of an Anglo-French
nuclear partnership had emanated from London bdut,
at the meeting, the subject was not raised -
both leaders spoke in generalities. Until
December it was possible that a partnership could
have been agreed:

"Aussi longtemps que la Grande-
Bretaigne avait sa force stratégique
nucléaire independante avec ses

bombes A et H, ses véhicules porteurs,
ses avions *'Vulcan' pr€ts a transporter
des fusées 'Skybolt' un accord franco-
britannique restait possible dans

ce domaine, Dans ce cas, des
informations scientifiques €t militaires
auraient df nous été communiquées, 2 la
suite notamment d'un amendment & la loi
MacMahon. Les perspectives changdrent '
lorsque, au début du mois de décembre ,
1962, Washington annonce que, la strategie
fondbe sur lv'aviation &tent révolue,

la fabrication des 'Skybolt' et la
construction deg 'B70' &tait
interrompue."(ég

The French believed that Macmillan, during a visit
by McNamara prior to Nassau, had been informed of
Kennedy's intention to break off Skybolt and B70
programmes., Macmillan had failed to communicate
the news at Ramlmillet on 16th December.( §)

Macmillan met Kennedy during the period
18th to 21st December 1962 at Nassau to discuss
Skybolt. Pierson Dixon reported that de Gaulle
had been told by Macmillan that th re would be
need for a substitute if Skybolt were cancelled.(T#

(8) Jouve,E.: op.cit., pp. 185-186
(’) Mo. P.185
(1€) Double Diploma, p.299 %

o
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De Gaulle was not invifed to Nassau and no
regard was paid there to the two years' work of
the N,A.T7,0, Iermanent Council which had been
devoted to the Alliance's nuclear armament.(¥¥)

At the end of Decenber Pierson Dixon was in
London to discuss the impact on France of Britain's
Folaris agreenent and to find a formula for the
avoidance of trouble, A Folaris o fer to France
night remove any pretext to exclude Britain from
the 2.2.,0. and night tie Prance to ¥.A.7.0.(g%)
lacmillan did persuade Kennedy to make FPrance a
Folaris offer, The American Ambassador, Charles
Bohlen, discussed the matter with de Gaulle on
2nd and 4th Jenuary 1963. On the 11th the
General refused the offer,

Prance bolieved that the compelling reasons
for the British attempt to enter E.E.C, had been
the convietion that the shortest route to a
genuine Atlantie partnership lay throush nmemnbere
ghip of the Community. Nassau underlined that
this gzoal was never far from British minds, De
Gaulle's refusal of Folaris made sense:

"Ce refus créait une situation paradoxale,

A Londres, les accords de Nassau avalent
ete 1nter¥rotda coume signifiant la fin
des relations privileégiees avec les
Ltate-Unis etant donné gue la France
faisait 1l'objet de la nbme propceition.
Cet événenent confirne le président de

la République francaise dans sa
conviction que le Frenier britannigue
préfére une situation de ‘satellite’
anéricain a celle de partenaire européen.
Dés lors, il redoute que la Grande-Bretaigne,
el elle parvenait a rejoindre les 5Six,

ne se conporte avant tout comme le 'cheval
de Troie' des Ltats-Unis."(109)

- T —— ——.——

(§%) Jouve,E.,: op.cit., p.185
(%) rierson Dixon, gp.cit. p.301
(13) Jouve, B.t op.cits, 186




If Macmillan hinted at the possibility of a
Joint Anglo-~French nuclear programme within a
Union of Western Europe (as he may have done at
the Chateau de Champs), he must have linked it
with a scheme which made it compatible with the
North Atlantic Alliance, something which the
General could never accept. When, subsequent-
ly, Macmillan agreed at Nassau that British
nuclear submarines should be provided with
Polaris missiles, subject to their forming part
of an Atlantic force, de Gaulle (even though he
was offered the same facilities) was provided
with a heaven-sent opportunity to break.

Por President Kennedy's extended offer to Prance
was irrelevant in the context of de Gaulle's
principle of total national independence, note
withstanding the fact that France had not as yet
any nuclear submarines wherewith to house the
Folaris weapons., And the General was in any
case now powerful enough to torpedo Kennedy's
'Grand Design'.(1ll)

(11) ZXord Gladwyn: De Gaulle's Hurope
PD.T6=TT ?

| 8%
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